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PREFACE. 


This publication in substance was delivered before the 
Methodist Episcopal Preachers’ Meeting of Chicago, May 10, 
1909. It was listened to with much apparent interest, and the 
author by a rising vote received the unanimous thanks of the 
meeting. The writer has lived all his life in the closest sym- 
pathy with the Methodist Church as to her doctrines, spirit 
and practice, and loves her still with every drop of his heart’s 
blood. As he has passed over, twenty-six years in the city 
of Chicago, as pastor or presiding elder, he thhas had 
ample opportunities of acquainting himself with the condi- 
tions existing in the churches and educational institutions in 
this vicinity, as well as in other parts. This is especial- 
ly true regarding the six years that were passed as presid- 
ing elder of the Chicago District, when he had supervision 
over between eighty and one hundred pastors, not a few of 
whom were related to our schools as students or otherwise. 
He is not in any sense an alarmist, nor does he wish to ex- 
aggerate the evils which he believes exist, and which he 
deplores. ‘ 





The Chicago Record-Herald of Oct. 2, 1909, says: “Rev. 
W. H. Burns, pastor of the Fowler Church, who created con- 
sternation at the Rock River Conference yesterday by de- 
nouncing the teachings of the Garrett Biblical Institute. ‘as 
heretical, has been connected with the Illinois church for 
thirty-nine years and has occupied several Chicago pulpits. 
He was educated for the ministry at Wesleyan University, 
Middletown, Conn. In 1892 he was a delegate to the General 
Conference of the Methodist Church and from 1891 to 1897 
he acted as presiding elder of the Chicago district. He has 
been influential in the councils of the church in Illinois for 
many years. His sermons have attracted attention among the 
Methodist and other denominations,’—Publisher, 
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CRISIS IN METHODISM. 


I 


INTRODUCTORY. 


_ Metnopisr SranpaRps or Docrrine.—In the Methodist Re 
view of March-April, 1907, there is an article with the title: 
“Do We Need a Methodist Creed?” The writer evidently 
thinks we need one badly—a new, up-to-date creed. He says: 
“Wesley was not a great theologian,” and then, after some 
expression of the views of those who want a change, he ex- 
claims: “Here, then, is the anomaly; a great church with- 
out a creed of its own.’ An “anomaly” indeed, if true, that 
our great Methodist Church, whose founder was not “a great 
theologian,” and whose followers were so barren in thought, 
as not to be able to form a creed of their own, should find 
that, after a hundred years or more, the doctrines for which 
_ Wesley contended had become to some extent the creed of 
Christendom. 

Wesley was potentially a great theologian. He did not 
use the a priori method, so often used in theology, but anti- 
quated in other departments of knowledge. He did not be- 
gin with “reasonable assumptions,” but with what he found 
of fact and doctrine in the Scriptures; what commended it- 
self to him, in the common belief of the church; and what 
actually took place in himself, and before his eyes in the 
great revival which flowed about him wherever he went—a 
hot lava river of spiritual life. He never attempted to put 
his doctrines which appear in his numerous writings in sys- 
tematic form. He left that for Richard Watson to accom- 
‘plish. 

That the General Conferences of 1808, 1832 and 1904 
thought we had something as good as a creed is certain, for 
we find that by their action the REsTRIcTIVE RULE, which 
provides for and acknowledges a creed, is incorporated in our 
Discipline. This Restrictive Rule was first adopted by the 
General Conference of 1808. The General Conference of 1832 
made this Rule like the law of the Medes and Persians, un- 
alterable, by striking out the former proviso at the close 
of the Restrictive Rules, and substituting the following: 
“Provided, nevertheless, that wpon concurrent recommenda 
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tion of three-fourths of all the members of the several con- 
ferences who shall be present and vote on such recommend- — 
ations, then a majority of two-thirds of the General Confer- 
ences succeeding shall suffice to alter any of the above re- 
strictions excepting the first article.” 

This immutable prohibition measure, the chief corner- 
stone of the constitution of our church, is, to-wit: 


RESTRICTIVE RULE [Para. 46, Sect. I, Dis.].— 


“The General Conference shall not revoke, alter nor 
change our Articles of Religion, nor establish any new 
standards or rules of doctrine contrary to our present 
existing and established standards of doctrine.” 


THE ARTICLES OF RELIGION referred to in the foregoing 
rule were originally prepared by Mr. Wesley, who reduced 
the thirty-nine articles of the Church of England to our 
twenty-five, changing them to conform to his own views and 
that of his adherents. He printed them in the “Sunday 
Service,’ which he sent over to America in 1784. They 
were incorporated into the body of the Discipline in 1790. 
These Articles stand among us as undisputed authorized - 
standards of doctrine; but the question is often raised as 
to what, in addition to these Articles of Religion, constitute 
our “present, existing and established standards of doctrine.” 

Dr. Tyerman tells us that Mr. Wesley published in 1746 a 
volume, the “first of the four volumes of sermons, which, 
with the Notes on the New Testament, were afterward con- 
stituted the perpetual standards of Methodist Theology.” 
These standards were afterwards incorporated in the 
“DEED OF SETTLEMENT” of the British Chapels, and are 
a legal barrier to all change. — 

CONFERENCES AND Doctrinres.—At the first conference of 
the preachers in America, held in Philadelphia in 1773, “the 
doctrine and discipline of the Methodists,” as recorded in 
the English Minutes, which included these legal standards, 
were acknowledged to be “the sole rule of their conduct.” 
They “determined” at the conference of 1781, “after mature 
consideration, to preach the old Methodist doctrine and strict- 
ly enforce the Discipline as contained* in the notes, sermons, 
and minutes published by Mr. Wesley.” During the confer- 





*Bishop Tigert says: 
i “The Same standards (Notes, Sermons and Minutes) are nom- 
inated in the chapel deeds which were directed to be drawn by 
the action of the American Conference in 1780,” aa gs 
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ence of 1784 they formally agreed to receive such European 
preachers as might be recommended by Mr. Wesley, provided 
they would be subject to the American conference, preach 
the doctrine taught in the four volumes of sermons and notes 
on the New Testament, keep the circuits they were appointed 
to” and follow the direction of the London and American 
minutes. 

THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS oF Docrrine.—As Wesley’s 
Notes on the New Testament and his fifty-two sermons were 
the legal basis of the “old Methodist doctrine” in England, 
and had been recognized at the initial conferences in 1773 
and 1781, and then in 1784 at the conference that met 
on April 30th, as containing the doctrine to be taught, it is 
safe to assume that at the Christmas Conference, or con- 
vention, of the same years, as no mention is made of any 
change as to doctrines, or standards of doctrine, that these 
works of Wesley still remained in force, and were in the 
minds of the members of the Christmas Conference as such. 
That the Articles of Religion subsequently adopted were not 
intended to supersede Wesley’s notes and sermons is made 
probable by the insertion in the restrictive rule of the words 
“present existing and established standards of doctrine.” 
They have been generally regarded as the standards referred 
to up to this time. Bishop C. W. Smith, who is quite an au- 
thority, says that they “are understood to constitute our doc- 
trinal standards referred to in the constitution.” 

Bishop Baker* [p. 163] tells us that “Usage and general 
consent would probably designate Mr. Wesley’s sermons, and 
his notes on the New Testament, and Watson’s Theological 
Institutes” as ‘‘our established standards of doctrine.” 

Dr. Tigert, of the M. HE. Church, South, was inclined to re- 
gard the ‘Doctrinal Tracts and Sections” inserted in the 
Disciplines up to 1808, as the standards, but they are not 
mentioned anywhere e'se as a basis of doctrine, and are not 
of such a nature as one would suppose would fit them to be 
- such. 

We need not wonder at Baker including ‘Watson’s Insti- 
tutes,” for they were in existence before 1832, when the Re- 
strictive Rule was riveted into the constitution, and if not 
legal they have become “the moral and scientific standards 
of Methodism.” 

The most important consideration, however, in this re- 
iation is not as to the documents in which these doctrines 





*“Baker on the Discipline.” 
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are found, but the undisputed fact that these doctrines were 
well defined at the time of the conference of 1808, and ac- 
cepted without controversy; and that they lie imbedded in 
the literature of that time, including the hymns, and also 
the tracts printed in the Discipline of 1808, as well as in all 
our literature until recent times. If any controversy should 
arise as to documents, the literature of the times can be ap- 
pealed to to determine the doctrines. 

The “Erroneous and strange doctrines” of the Discipline 
are not simply those that may be considered contrary to the 
Scriptures, or the present belief of a few of our people who 
may claim to represent the scholarship, nor even a ma- 
jority of the whole church; but all doctrines that are contrary 
to such as are contained in our Articles of Religion, or are 
referred to by the words of the constitutional law of our 
church as “established standards of doctrine.” 

It is well to keep in mind that while this Restrictive ~ 
Rule will not permit any one, or any authority, or body, 
even the General Conference, to revoke, alter or change our 
Articles of Religion, or to establish any new standards, or 
rules of doctrine, the Rule itself cannot be altered or done 
away with. It is a perpetual legal barrier against all change. 
To alter it, or rescind it, would be denominational suicide. 

This Rule, then, will be in all, we may say, our land- 
mark. 

We will confine ourselves as to documents to the Articles 
of. Religion and, in compliance with ‘usage and general con- 
sent,” to Wesley’s notes on the New Testament and his fifty- 
two sermons and Watson’s Theological Institutes. 

Having said this much respecting the Rule and its stand- 
ards of doctrine, we will consider two questions mainly, viz: 

FIRST QUESTION.—Are we, as Methodists, in harmony 
with our established standards of doctrine? 

SECOND QUESTION.—If not, which way are we tending? 
Not how far have we gone; but which way are we going? 

In. attempting to answer the questions we will refer to 
the writings of various persons prominent among us; to A. 
FF. Kirkpatrick, Marcus Dods and James Seth, whose books 
have been inserted in our Conference Course of Study; but 
will give special attention to the “System of Christian Doc- 
trine,” a volume of 635 pages, .by Professor H. C. Sheldon, of 
Boston University. It is published by our Book Concern; is 
used at a textbook in our theological school in Boston; 1s 
supposed to be in harmony with the new theological thought 
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of the day, and is now placed in each of the first two years 
of the Conference Course. | 

That the work is intended to introduce a wide departure 
from the historical doctrinal attitude of our church is sug- 
“gested by the author frankly telling us in his preface that he 
is not deterred “from giving hospitality to relatively new 
views,” “from freeing’ his mind or departing from the “tra- 
ditional basis.” 

In fact, about the time the book was written he claimed 
in a periodical that we as a church had changed as to our 
conception of the Bible, original sin, the person and work 
of Christ and Christian perfection. 

Possitly many would question his claim. It may be, how- 
ever, that a greater change has occurred than has generally 
“been Supposed. The Unitarian movement in the Congrega- 
tional churches in New England was rapid and general more 
than fifty vears ago. It was a surprise. 

Our religious views should be ‘studied as one would take 
soundings at sea. The measurement of one place is no guar- 
antee of the depth of another,’ nor of to-day what it was 
yesterday. : 

Our task is difficult, but relieved somewhat by the fact 
that our established standards of rules of doctrine are brief, 
for the most part definite and beyond controversy. 


II. 


DOCTRINES REVOKED, ALTERED, CHANGED OR 
ADDED. 


We will keep these established standards of doctrine 
before us while we now consider in detail the new doctrines 
which we believe are not in harmony with them. 


THE TRINITY. 
Our ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE SAY: 


Article I, Of faith in the Holy Trinity. 


“There is but one living and true God, everlasting, without 
body or parts, of infinite power, wisdom and goodness; the maker 
and preserver of all things, visible and invisible. And in unity 
of this Godhead there are three persons, of one substance, power 
and eternity—the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.” 


Tue New TracHine.—Professor Sheldon, after considera- 
ble discussion under the head of “Trinitarian Distinctions,” 
- introduces what we suppose is intended for a new creed, as 
follows [pp.. 226-227]: 
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“From the foregoing it follows that an intelligible statement of 
the doctrine of the Trinity is essentially comprised in a formula 
like this: Corresponding to the threefold manifestations of Father, 
Son and Spirit, there subsist in the Godhead, in a certain logical 
order, eternal and necessary distinctions which enter into the 
Divine consciousness and determine the perfection of the Divine 
life.”’ 


He thinks this is as much as should be said; less would be 
insufficient. Observe, he leaves out the two controversial phrases 
of the centuries found in our First Article of Religion, namely, 
the words, “same substance” and “three persons’—the two 
great barriers which have withstood heresy during all the cen- 
turies until now. In leaving out these words he not only 
shows his hospitality towards the Arians, who denied the ab- 
solute Deity of Christ, but the Sabellians, who denied His 
personality and that of the Spirit. 

The first article of the new theology ought to be Py 
able to almost any Unitarian convention, though the author 
professes to reject both Arianism and Sabellianism. 

There are Unitarians who would not hesitate to include 
more in their statements regarding the Teenity than this 
author does. 

Our Standard Catechism asks the question: “What do 
we understand by the Trinity?’ and the answer is: “That 
God reveals Himself to us in the Scriptures as the Father, the 
Son and the Hcly Ghost.” No Sabellian-Unitarian would hes- 
itate to give that answer. 

For instance, in explaining the Logos Doctrine, Dr. Sears, 
a distinguished Unitarian, said: 


“Tt affirms an essential distinction in the divine nature of 
Father and Son that these are not merely modes of manifes- 
bese MS time, but were in the Dee uae and therefore timeless and 
eternal,” 


THE PERSON AND DEITY OF JESUS CHRIST. 
THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DocTRINE SAY: 


Article II: Of The Word or Son of God Who Was Made. 
Very Man. , 

“The Son, who is the Word of the Father, the very and 
eternal God, of one substance with the Father, took man’s nature 
in the womb of the blessed Virgin; so that two whole and perfect 


natures, that is to say, the Godhead and Manhood, were joined 
together in one person, never to be divided.” * 


Wesley (Notes, p. 226): 
After quoting “that all men may honor the Son even as they 


honor the Father’: ‘This demonstrates the equality of the Son 
with the Father.” Referring to the passage (p. 257), “The Father 
is greater than I’: “As He was man. As God neither greater 


nor less than the other.” 
NEW THACHING.—Professor Sheldon denies all this; as: 
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setts the subordination of the Son and Spirit, and says: 
“The Bible does not assert this strict equality with the 
Father. A certain pre-eminence is assigned to the Father.” 
He claims that Christ declared Himself “less than the 
Father.” He uses the word divinity in connection with 
Christ often, but never the word Deity; the difference be- 
tween the two words, as Miner Raymond shows, being be- 
tween a God and the God; and is, he says: “Another resort 
of the human mind to avoid the difficulties of the Trinity.” 

Doctor Terry, professor of Christian Doctrine in Garrett 
Biblical Institute, in his book, *‘‘Biblical Dogmatics,’ which 
he uses as a text-book in his classes, and which is placed 
in the Rock River Conference Course for Post-Graduates, 
shows the same Arian tendencies when he speaks of the 
fourth gospel (p. 281) “containing the most positive asser- 
tions of this subordination” of Jesus Christ. He has been 
severely criticised for writing an article on the ephonoul 
ings of Christ.” 

Dr. Sears says: “Arius calls Him geass God in a sub- 
ordinate sense, and worthy of Divine honors. .* * * this -was 
the very doctrine of Paganisn.” The Unitarian Magazine 
contains this: ‘The equality of the Son with the Father 
appears in the formula of baptism given. by Christ to His 
disciples.“ And this: “Our second point is, the appellation 
Son of God, as applied to Jesus Christ, denotes equality with 
God.” 

Thus, you see, that there are Unitarians who claim His 
equality with the Father, while we have Methodists teaching 
that He is not equal, but subordinate. 

' Dr. E. H. Sears, editor of the monthly Unitarian Maga- 
zine, while dissenting from the Tri-personality in the God- 
head, speaks with great earnestness on the practical value 
of the doctrine of the Deity of Christ. ‘This,’ he said, 
“made Methodism a saving and regenerating power while the 
other churches lay high and dry on the sands of faith alone.” 

If that is true, and who doubts it? where will Methodism 
lie when the Deity of Christ will have fully ceased to be of 
practical value, and faith in that vitalizing doctrine will be 
but a memory? Willshe not lie “high and dryon the sands” 





*Professor Terrys’ “Biblical Dogmasdics’ has been put into 
the Swedish Conference Course, much to the distress’ of these 
loyal Methodists, who will doubtless protest against its contin- 
uance, as they, to a man, believe the historic doctrines of our 
church and do not wish to adopt the Unitarian or Universalist 
Eschatological doctrines nor any other liberalistic teaching, con- 
trary to Methodist standards. 
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also? There are many. within her pale and without her bor- 
bers who maintain that the waters of her spiritual life are 
already subsiding. 


THE KENOSIS. 


CHRISTOLOGICAL SPECULATION.—This is a bottomless Ger- 
man Christological speculation founded upon one word 
Kenosis—a word of doubtful meaning. According to 
the canons of criticism one word or passage is of no force, 
but, as the critics think this gives them something to stand 
on, they use it, and build on it, this metaphysical subtlety, 
claiming that our Lord so completely emptied Himself of 
His Deity that he became a mere man in intelligence—an 
illiterate man at that. How He could be only a man in that 
sense, and yet have in Him the fullness of the Godhead bod- 
ily, is a mystery they have never solved—a mystery greater 
than that of the Trinity. It is one of the new teachings 
of higher criticism and is used to weaken or destroy Christ’s 
authority as a teacher, as it is obvious that He confirms what 
they call the traditional view of the Old Testament. 

Sheldon devotes sixteen pages to a discussion of this 
Christological doctrine, the aim of which is to secure, he tells 
us, ‘a unified view of Christ’s person by bringing the Divine 
down to the plane and measure of humanity.” In the end 
he-leaves the student, as he often does, with his head 
wrapped in a “theological fog.” He claims (pp. 341-342 that 
“His (Christ’s) knowiedge even at the stage of manhood was. 
not unbounded.” God-man and yet not omniscient? 
Strange! 

A Low, ABSURD ViEW.—If, as he says (p. 351), “There is 
absolutely no occasion to imagine the Divine to have been 
LOCALLY CONFINED” in the “humanity of Christ,’ why is there 
any occasion for confining the Divine intelligence within the 
bounds of man’s ignorance? These few lines of Sheldon 
give us a worderful insight into his belief in regard to 
Christ's relation to God when we connect what he says in 
them with his evolutionary theories and his pantheistic ten- 
dencies. Certainly his thought of the “divine” not being 1lo- 
cally confined in Christ does not harmonize with the Scrip- 
ture that speaks of all "fullness dwelling in Him. “We think 
only feeble souls can be satisfied with such teachings. The 
true Christian soul wants a Christ who embodies even in the 
days of His humiliation not only a touch of God, but a Christ 
in whom the whole circle of Divine perfection shines. 
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In the appendix of a book by Dr. Terry, “Moses and the 
Prophets,” there appear the views of several prominent men, 
most of whom assume that Christ was as ignorant of science, 
history and scripture as His contemporaries. In that sympo- 
sium Dr. Bashford,* now bishop, among other things says: 
“Upon the other hand, the questions which now agitate the 
higher critics in regard to the date and authorship of cer- 
tain books of the Old Testament apparently werd not present 
in the thought of Christ or of the Jews.” What is there to 
indicate that? 

Rey. C. J. Little, D. D., President of Garrett Biblical In- 
stitute, discusses the subject at length, and makes this start- 
ling statement: “There is little to show that Jesus knew the 
Old. Testament thoroughly,.or that He was thoroughly ac- 
quainted with any one book.’ My! My! But read this: 
“He said, ‘not that which goeth into a man defileth him; it 
goeth out into the draught,’ this is not true; it may and 
often does poison the blood.” Notice the flat contradiction. 
But does not the distinguished doctor know that our Lord 
was not referring to physical, but ceremonial defilement? 

Dr. S. Plantz, President of Lawrence University, admits 
that Christ assumed ‘the Mosaic authorship of the Penta- 
teuch,” but is bold to say: “Second, it seems to me very 
doubtful whether ‘Christ’s knowledge extended to exact sci- 
entific and historical detail. * * * He does not show 
that He knew the world’s literature or science or history ex- 
cept as it was known by the Jews of Palestine in His day. 
Paul manifests literary culture, and it is probable that if 
Christ had known all the facts of history and science it 
would have been indicated somewhat in His discourses. I 
regard it as doubtful, therefore, whether He knew the his- 
torical process of the composition of the biblical writings.” 

You would scarcely expect a Unitarian to write after the 
fashion of this Methodist. 

Professor B. P. Raymond, then President of Wesleyan 
University, started out with this sentence: “As seen from 
the philosophical side, it is evident that there must have 
been such a limitation of knowledge on Christ’s part as to 
put Him essentially under the conditions of ordinary men.” 
Further on he writes: “It is not necessary, however, to sup- 
pose that He knew aught of the chemistry of fermentation. 





*Bishop Bashford is anxious to have Sheldon’s “System of 
Christian Doctrine” translated into the Chinese language for the 
benefit of the Chinese converts. ‘The Bishop must surely think 
that his Chinese converts are all heretical immunes. 
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* * * To affirm that He had knowledge of the critical 
questions which agitate Christian scholars to-day is to deny 
that He was made like unto His brethren.” 

Was He made like unto His brethren as to sin in Him- 
self; or its forgiveness in others; or His power over disease 
and evil. spirits, over the forces of gravitation and fermenta- .- 
tion; or His knowledge of what was in men’s minds or re- 
garding future events? 

In the pamphlet called “What Do Unitarians Believe?’’. 
issued recently by the American Unitarian Association, by 
Rev. C. W. Wendte (p. 17), is the following: 


“But we believe in Jesus the Christ of. the Gospels stripped 
of all ecclesiastical wrappings, all theological refinements, all 
speculative fancies. On the subject of his nature, mission and 
authority..we are divided into two great schools, the first con- 
sisting of: those who approach him on the divine, and the second 
of those who contemplate him from the human side of his nature. 
The former conceive him to have been a unique being, ranking 
between man, and God, supernaturally born, divinely commis- 
sioned for a special work, and invested with superhuman power 
for that ‘work. His word is infallible, His character impeccable, 
His spiritual authority final.” 

The two last sentences embrace the belief of a large por- 
tion of the Unitarian body; tell me which is the most hon- 
oring to Christ in tone and spirit, and the most evangelical, 
this or the statements quoted from the writings of our Meth- 
odist brethren? Notice the Unitarians acknowledge Christ’s 
infallibility, and His authority as final, which our profess- 
edly evangelical friends deny. 

Do not these men in this way dishonor and undervalue 
the intelligence of our Lord simply because they are logical- 
ly forced to allow either that He knowingly misled His hear- 
ers in respect to the nature of the Old Testament, or was 
ignorant of its nature, or that they themselves should re- 
nounce their boasted scientific method? 

Professor Cobern, of Allegheny College, in his “Introduc- 
tion” to the Book of Daniel, one of the Whedon Commenta- 
ries published by our church, does not attempt to prove that 
Our Lord was an “illiterate peasant;” he simply waives Him 
and His testimony regarding the scriptures out of court. 
He tells us (p. 253) that ‘very few, if any, evangelical schol- 
ars would attempt to cut off critical discussion by an a priori 
dictum * * * by an appeal to the words of Our Lord.” 
Professor Cobern’s knowledge of evangelical scholars must 
be very limited, or else he must limit evangelical scholarship 
to that which is confined within liberalistic bounds. Would 
not some exhibition of humility and reverence in speaking 
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of the God-man be in place on the part of these brethren? 
“Rationalism, of course, ever seeks to bring down our Divine 
Lord to the level of mere humanity,’ but men of refinement 
and intellegince, who, to say the least, have evangelical re- 
lations, should not offend by speaking of our living Lord as 
if He were a mythical Jesus, or “ ‘the historic Jesus,’ the 
dead. Buddha of nineteen centuries ago.” 

PrRoFessor W. F.. S1EELE of the University of Denver (Meth- 
odist) writes in the July-August Methodist Review of “Cal- 
vin the Heretic,” and thus history repeats itself—a possible 
heretic becomes a “heretic hunter.” What interests us are 
the statements he makes on page 553, which we give in re- 
verse order, viz.: 


(1) “The Church in general is heretically docetic anaes the 
manhood of the Christ to his godhead.” 


Could anything be more absurd than this man of straw 
he sets up? Who, new, outside of higher critical circles, 
thinks or speaks of our Lord’s human body as “a phantom’? 
In Methodist thinking His humanity is as real as His Deity, 
if not so resplendent. 


(2) “To the bulk of our confessors of the creed he is no man, 
but God. Asked to characterize Him in a single word, nine out of 
ten will promptly say: ‘God,’ whereas were they scripturally 
taught and in an orthodox manner, half of them should as 
promptly and unhesitatingly reply: ‘Man.’” 


We say, the nine answer correctly. The one, being of 
the school of Ritschl and Harnack Rationalists, disregards 
all Biblical data, and thinks only of the historical Christ— 
the man before HIS EXALTATION. The disciples after they 
fully realized that He was God invariably addressed Him as 
Master and Lord. Thomas cried out ‘‘“My Lord and my God!” 
when the revelation came. And when we obey the Divine 
Command and “SANCTIFY HIM” in our HEARTS “AS 
LORD” we instinctively think and speak of Him not as man, 
but as the GLORIOUS GOD-MAN. Tertullian, writing of the 
early Christians at the “Agape” says: “Our conversation is 
that of men who are conscious that the Lord hears them.” It 
would seem that if we were conscious all the time that “the 
Lord hears” we would not talk flippantly of His ignorance, or 
lightly of His authority, as to Scripture, or His weaknesses as 
aman. It was quite noticeable that those who could talk of 
Roosevelt quite nonchalantly when absent never, for a mo- 
ment, thought of addressing him as “Teddy” or of referring 
to his impulsiveness when they visited him in the White 
House. In his presence he was “Mr. President”* always, 
There they were always respectful if not servile. 
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(3) “Without the slightest doubt or controversy Athanasius 
in the terminology of the times secured forever for human belief 
and conduct the unique supremacy of Jesus the Christ, the Saviour 
of the World. But that said terminology shall never suffer change, 
nor be superseded, who will predict? * * #* But it (what 
was won by Athanasius) has resulted in disadvantage also.’ 


We say: (1) That the Professor’s history is at fault. 
Before Athanasius lived the Samaritans announced the 
“unique supremacy of Jesus,” saying [John 4:42]: ‘This is 
the Christ, the Saviour of the world.’ Athanasius merely 
recognized, gave a new setting to, and battled for what is 
everywhere claimed in the New Testament for Christ. (2) 
That if the supremacy belongs rightfully to our Lord there 
can be no disadvantage arising from its emphatic announce- 
ment. (3) That no one can predict as to what change may 
occur. with respect to Christ’s place in human thought. Many 
see signs already of an impending general adpostacy. Men 
who profess His name not only suggest a change in the 
“terminology of the creed,’ but seem to seek to lift the glo- 
rious crown of Deity from His head that mere man may be 
unduly glorified. We are optimistic enough, however, to be- 
lieve that until the fires of the last day blaze there will be 
a host down here who will sing, ‘‘Crown Hr Lorp or ALL;” 
and that men can do nothing on the earth to prevent the 
Coronation of the Lamb in heaven or change the “‘terminolo- 
gy’ regarding Him which John saw written on His vesture 
and thigh, “KING OF KINGS AND LORD OF LORDS.” 


THE PERSONALITY AND DEITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 
THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE SAY: 


Article IV. Of-the Holy Ghost. 


“The Holy Ghost, proceeding from the Father and the Son, is 
of one substance, majesty, and glory with the Father and the Son, 
very and eternal God.” 


This great and fundamental Wetrive has always had a 
large place in Methodistic and all orthodox theology. Rich- 
ard Watson, referring to the Father, Son and Holy Sprit, 
says (p. 633): 

“They are equal in majesty, glory, and essence.” 

Miner Raymond tells us (p. 490) that: 


_“the Bible teaches us that the Holy Spirit is a divine person equal 
in _power,.majesty and eternity with the Father and the Son.” 


THs New. TEACHING.—Sheldon (p: 222),-on--the contrary, 
lays much stress on the “subordination” of the Holy Spirit, 
as well as that of the Son as he, led apparently by his latent 
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or active Socianism, thinks it “excludes the possibility of dis- 
harmony,” and “is congenial to the thought of Divine unity.” 
Our Standard Catechism of 1905 drops out this basic doc- 
trine altogether as a distinct subject. Why? 

Is it because the Holy Spirit has so much prominence in 
evangelical thought as the inspirer of the Word of God, the 
guide of the Apostolic Church in what it did and said and the 
one who is still the administrator of the affairs of the king- 
dom of God on the earth? F 

We know that the Holy Spirit had no place of honor 
among the Arians or Socinians, and has not among the mod- 
ern Unitarians or Universalists. 

Watson quotes with approval this: “All that is peculiar 
in this religion has relation to the redemption of Christ, and 
the sanctification of the Spirit. And whosoever is endeavor- 
ing to invalidate these articles is overthrowing or undermin- 
ing the authority of this dispensation, and reducing it to a 
good moral system only or treatise of ethics.” 


SIN AND THE NEW BIRTH. 


Tur ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DocrrINE SAY: 


Articte VII. Of Original or Birth Sin. . 


“Original sin standeth not in the following of Adam (as the 
Pelagians do vainly talk), but it is the corruption of the nature 
of every man, that naturally is engendered of the offspring of 
Adam, whereby man is very far gone from original righteousness, 
and of his own nature inclined to evil, and that continually.” 


ARTICLE II. Of the Word * * * made very man. 


“The Son * * * who truly suffered was crucified, dead and 
buried, to reconcile his Father to us and to be a sacrifice, not 
only for original guilt but also for the actual sins of men.” 

WESLEY (Notes, pp. 375-377): “All sinned in Adam.” ~* ‘Our 
old man,’ beautiful expression for that entire depravity and cor- 
ruption which spreads itself over the whole man, leaving no part 
uninfected.” 

WEsLEy (Sermon): “Now this (condemnation) is a legal term, 
and shows that death is not only a natural but a penal evil. and 
comes upon infants as guilty and condemned, not for their own 
actual sins, for they had none; but for the sin of Adam, their 
legal: head.” 

BAPTISMAL RITUAL—‘Forasmuch as all men are conceived and 
born in sin.” 


This that Wesley taught was in accordance with the views 
of the leading and standard authors of the Methodist move- 
ment. “In or through Adam guilt came upon all men,” Dr. 
Clarke tells us. Fletcher, who saw into truth, probably, as 
clearly as any one of his day, said in his Appeal (p. 123): 
“If we are naturally innocent we have a natural power to 
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remain so, and by a-proper use of it we may avoid standing 
in need of the salvation procured by Christ for the lost.” 
“The death and suffering to which children are subject,” 
Watson (p. 78) says, “is proof that all men from their birth 
are constituted as the apostle has it and treated as sinners.” 

All this has been interpreted to mean that sin does not 
consist in wrongdoing only, but in an inherited corrupt 
nature, and that in our natural state we lie under the penalty 
of a broken law, but that whatever difficulties this view may 
present they are all provided for in the oo of redemp- 
tion wrought out by Christ. 

While our theologians have not been inclined until lately 
to attempt to explain the process of infant salvation they 
have held that infants are the recipients of the unconditional 
benefits of the Atonement until they come to a time when 
they can voluntarily accept or reject Christ; that only those 
who reject Christ perish and that the change wrought in 
such as receive Him “may be as radical and complete as in 
those in riper years. 

Tue New TrEacHine.—The new System of Doctrine (p. 
314) teaches that while Adam was the initial cause of our 
deprivation, sin -in him and us was and is but an “evil 
potency;” that the trespass of Adam is graphically described 
as making men sinners or as involving all in sin, but that 
it is reasonable to take the words of Scripture as “religious 
oratory;” that “men did not actually sin in his sin or be- 
come sinners through him without an exercise in detail of 
personal agency;” “that guilt cannot possibly (p. 321) be 
a matter of inheritance;” that “total depravity” is in any 
case an ill-chosen term; that the natural state is not as 
bad as it is painted, ‘“‘since it belongs,” he says, “to the idea 
of man (p. 322) to be in vital connection with God.” 

It is easily seen that sucha view of sin is revolutionary. 
It changes not only the doctrine of sin, but takes the ground 
from under our ideas of redemption. 

If children are not involved in sin and guilt, then they 
are not included in the provisions of the atonement. 

If, as Sheldon holds, man is naturally in vital relations 
with God, then he is certainly not dead in trespasses and 
sins. And, if so, he cannot be made spiritually alive in 
Christ Jesus. 

“Sin,” says Dr. D. W. C. Huntington, “is the voluntary 
state of an intelligent being.” “Sin itself is not an inhert- 
tance.” 
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Where does Dr. Huntington get his proof? From the 
Word of God, the laws of heredity, or Pelagius? 

The Standard Catechism says: “Sin is any violation of 
God’s law, or any lack of conformity thereto.” 

“Men are not so much saved,” says Professor B. P. Bowne, 
of Boston University, “as they are becoming saved.” 

That I suppose means that conversion is not a new. life, 
but a fresh start upward which is an evolution vagary cal- 
culated to make Christ’s words to Nicodemus of no effect. 

A writer in the June 23, 1909, issue of the Northwestern 
Christian Advocate furnishes us with an, article entitled 
“Working up to God.” In it he attempts to show that by 
evolutionary processes we have become “more sane and sen- 
sible and sound than we used to be,” and “are going on unio 
perfection;” that we are making progress in theology and 
reform putting the emphasis on the “endeavor to prevent 
boys and girls from becoming sinners” rather than the old 
effort “to cure souls, to save sinners.” 

Dr. John T. McFarland, editor of our Sunday School pub- 
lications, seems to have similar views. He has published a 
booklet entitled ‘Preservation versus the Rescue of the 
Child,’ in which the whole argument goes to prove that 
children (he makes no discrimination as to character or 
age) have no need of regeneration or “a change of heart,” 
that the “duty of the church is not the rescue of little chil- 
dren, but their preservation.” 

All this will seem beautiful to many who are not familiar 
with liberalistic teachings, but is it “sane and sensible and 
sound?” Far from it. It is an unworkable theory, an impos- 
sible plan, and contrary to sound doctrine. 

The Roman Catholic, the Lutheran, the Episcopal, and 
other churches believing that children are regenerated in 
baptism have followed the plan of “preservation” with re- 
sults with which we are all familiar. The liberal churches 
believing with the Methodists of the new school that children 
do not need regeneration, through baptism or otherwise, have 
tried “Preservation versus Rescue” with no better results. 
The ,Congregationalists of New England adopted it substan- 
tially by the Half-way-Covenant and almost in a night ee 
majority of them became Unitarians. 

Our own church during most of its history, believing that 
in infancy children are safe in Christ, but that when: they 
come to years of accountability, need to come to Jesus yvolun- 
tarily to receive saving grace, has considered it her duty 
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to not only preserve “them from evils without, but also to 
rescue” them through divine power from the evil within. She 
may have failed to do her full duty along both lines, but 
that her efforts have been wondrously blessed of God no 
one can deny. 

Since these new views, however, have come in vogue, 
worldliness has come in like a flood; and a loud call has 
come from our unconverted membership for a letting down 
of the bars in the Discipline against the dance, theater, — 
cards and other worldly amusements. 

A communication in the Northwestern Christian Advocate 
of July 28, 1909, on the “Systematic Training of the Child” 
shows the attitude not only of Dr. Blake, who is supposed 
to be in close sympathy with Dr. Downey in his views, but 
that of the summer school of Garrett Biblical Institute. An 
extract from the same reads: 

“One of the most hopeful signs of the times is the in- 
creased emphasis put upon the systematic training of the 
child. This was also the keynote of the Church congress held 
in Evanston July 19-20, in connection with the summer school 
of Garrett Biblical Institute. Dr. Edgar Blake introduced 
the general theme of the congress—“The Teaching Function 
of the Church with Special Reference to the Young’—by a 
paper on ‘‘The Present Disciplinary Provision of the Church.” 
It was clearly shown that the theory of the Church did not 
quite harmonize with its practice. All children are members 
of the kingdom of God, for that is where Jesus placed them; 
but the practice of the Church has been to consider them 
outside grace and needing conversion. The Church has failed - 
to distinguish between the piety of the child and that of a 
grown person. When dealing with a child in regard to its 
religious needs we must keep this difference in view, and 
change our ritual in order that it may be comprehended by 
the child’s mind.” 

It never was the theory of the church that the child does 
not need conversion. 

To change the ritual you must change the first Restrictive 
Rule, which you cannot do. 

Professor Coe, lately of Northwestern University, has been 
one of the most outspoken advocates of these views as teacher 
and writer—attacking boldly the evangelistic methods and 
spirit of our church. 

That these teachings are contradictory of our church 


21° = 


doctrines will be clearly seen, by comparing them with our 
standards. 

Dr.. McFarland sees the theological complications which 
his teachings as the head of our Sunday School publication 
work involves, but says (p. 12): “Whatever these difficulties 
may be I prefer to go over the heads of any objecting 
theologian to Christ Himself.” That is right; he must be 
true to his convictions. But it may not be too much for 
us to assume that it is possibly not wise for him to leap 
over the heads of the membership of the church that uses 
his literature; and the restrictive rule and the doctrines it 
stands for also and yet at the same time keep his seat in 
the editorial chair? 

For several months articles from the pen of Bishop Ed- 
win H. Hughes have appeared in the Sunday School el 
of a similar trend. 

In support of his views he goes mainly to the poets and 
novelists for arguments; but thinks he finds-good footing 
when he stands on these words of the Discipline: “We hold 
that all children by virtue of the unconditional benefits of 
the atonement are members. of the Kingdom of God, and 
therefore graciously entitled to baptism.” Very good, but 
why not stand also on the ritual of baptism to which that 
quotation refers? 

Does he not every time he baptizes a child say with 
earnestness; “for as much as all men are conceived and born 
in sin,’ and does he not at the same time pray that God 
may “wash him” and “sanctify him’ and “that all carnal 
affections may die in him?” Does he think that these offi- 
cial utterances of his accord with the teachings of the poets 
and secular writers he leans on? 

It is well to keep in mind that if it should appear that 
the portion of the Discipline which he cites is contrary to 
the restrictive rule and what it embodies that it would have 
no force as being cortrary to the Constitution and not hav- 
ing a place in the Discipline until 1872. 

While the Bishop seeks to fortify his position by the use 
of paragraph 49 of the Discipline, he claims the “uncondi- 
tional benefits of the atonement,” for all children. But the 
benefits of the atonement, according to Scripture, and Meth- 
odist teaching, are confined to those who are “lost” or “un- 
godly,” and consequently the child must be a sinner in some 
sense to receive a sirner’s salvation. Again, if the child be- 
comes a member of the kingdom of God, through the “yncon- 
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ditional benefits of the atonement,’ when he comes to years 
of accountability he must accept salvation, not as innocent, 
but on the condition that everyone who is accountable comes 
into the kingdom, or remains in the kingdom, by taking his 
place as a sinner and exércising saving faith in Jesus Christ 
as his Saviour. He speaks in the June Sunday School Jour- 
nal of the “faith of children.’ Children have faith, but all 
faith is not saving faith. Saving faith saves, and saves sin- 
mers only: But is the child in any sense a sinner? He either 
is, or ig not. If all mankind are as he and others claim chit 
dren of God by ‘genealogy,’ and they either are or are not, 
then children are not sinners, but are in the kingdom of God 
not through the benefits of the atonement but by birthright, 
as it is unthinkable that God’s literal children should be born 
‘in any sense sinners. But if for reasons we cannot see the 
child is not in the kingdom by bérthright, but by the uncon- 
ditional benefits of the atonement, when does his conversion 
occur? The Bishop uses that term sometimes as if it were a 
crisis in the individual life. : 
Some time ago a young fellow in answer to an inquiry as- 
sured us that he had been converted. His apparent lack of 
spirituality led us to ask, When? He replied: “I was con- 
verted when I was born.” It did not occur to us, at the time, 
how phenomenally ciear his insight was into one phase of 
this new Methodist doctrine of child saint-hood; or the possi- 
bilities that might be before him as a theologian in the Meth- 
odist ministry. But was he born again when he was first 
born? If he was, the idea of God’s fatherhood, so much 
preached, must be dropped. If he was not born again when 
he was first born, then when? We answer, if at all, he was 
born again at scme time when he was old enough to recog- . 
nize his condition as a sinner and was enabled to exercise 
saving faith in Christ as a Saviour. Then he was born of 
the Spirit and was not only in the kingdom of God, but able 
to see the kingdom of God. “Except a man (one of account- 
ability) be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God.” 
He speaks much of “cultivating the filial spirit” in the 
child; but the filial spirit comes through adoption (Rom. 
8:15), and you cannot cultivate anything that does not exist. 
When we receive the “Spirit of adoption we cry Abba Father” 
without urging or cultivation. A true child of God is well 
enough inspired and taught of God to know his own fa- 
ther, and exercise a filial spirit toward Him, when the love 
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of God is shed abroad in his heart by the Holy Ghost, with- 
out any artificial hothouse methods of soul culture. 

The wise thing for all of us to do—rank and file and 
leaders—is to stand squarely and loyally on the constitu- 
tional doctrines of our church. 

This teaching is evidently not Wesleyan. The cleavage 
between the two is deep and wide—fundamental—but it is 
the teaching of the new school, and is plainly contrary to 
the II, VII, VIII and XX Articles of Religion as well as 
~ the Baptismal Ritual and Wesley’s Notes and Sermons. 

Let us compare these views with that of Universalism 
and Unitarianism and it may help us to see which way 
we are drifting. ? 

UNIVERSALIST DoctrRINE.—In a work by Dr. Cone entitled 
“Universalism; What It Is and What It Is Good For.” (p. 
6), I find this: 


“In the doctrine of Universalism there is no recognition of 
what is called original sin in the sense that the human race is 
‘fallen’. and under condemnation and the wrath of God on account 
of the sin of its first parents. That men are born with tendencies 
and passions which lead to sin is not denied. But it is main- 
tained that they are not under condemnation for possessing such 
tendencies and passions.’ 


THe UNITARIAN DoctTrineE.—A~ pamphlet entitled “What 
Do Unitarians Believe?” issued by the Unitarian Association, 


contains the following (p. 7): 


“We believe that nobody can be guilty for anybody’s sin but 
his own. We believe that human nature is imperfect, but not 
inherently bad; that it has been wisely appointed to man to rise 
by slow degrees and long and even painful effort out of low 
conditions into higher and better and not that we are the degen- 
erate descendants of pure and perfect ancestors in some remote 


past.” 
Which are we in our modern teaching of sin? Universal- 


ists or Unitarians? We are substantially like both. 

Where did all this come from? Pelagius? We think so. 
He talked “vainly” about sin consisting “in following Adam” 
and not in being like Adam. 

But it will not do to forget that sin is not only wrong 
doing, but a lack of conformity to God’s law; that it re- 
lates to a condition as well as action and to a person as 
well as his conduct. The evil one does is the symptom 
of the inherent disease. For man is not a sinner simply 
because he is a thief or profane. He is a thief or pro- 

_ffane because he is a sinner. 

Notice this also that Fletcher’s reasoning is unanswer- 

able. If we are, as McFarland, Sheldon, Bowne and others 
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claim, naturally innocent as children, then we have the 
natural power to remain so, and to enter heaven not through 
Christ, but through our own righteousness, which is contrary 
to Christ’s teachings. A man realizes this and when he seeks 
God he wants to be born again—wants to have-a renewed 
nature. And children are just as conscious of that need as 
fullgrown persons. 

We recollect now distinctly the sense of that need which 
we realized when not more than six years of age or there- 
abouts. ; 

And what children realize older persons observe—their 
need of a new birth. Notwithstanding all that the poets may 
write or wise men may reason about, the innocence of chil- 
dren and their freedom from the consequences of Adam’s 
transgression people in general will continue to use the old 
adage regarding the parsonage cherub as well as that of 
others: ‘He’s a chip off the old block” and many will agree 
with Oliver W. Holmes in his saying: “Every man is an 
omnibus in which all his ancestors are riding.” 

A DoctTRINE oF VITAL PRACTICAL IMPORTANCE.—Probably no 
question of more practical importance, not excepting slavery 
even, has ever faced Methodism. To be convinced of that 
one has only to give due attention to two statements, the 
secretaries of the Sunday School Board give us, viz: 


(1) There are nearly THREE MILLIONS of young 
people in our Sunday Schools who are under eighteen 
years of age. 

(2) EIGHTY-TWO per cent of all our church mem- 
bers come from the SUNDAY SCHOOL. 


Ponder: over these stupendous facts, and ask this ques- 
tion: “Are eighty-five per cent of the membership of the 
coming Methodist church to come into the church on a basis 
of natural. GoopNEss, or on the condition which Christ an- 
nounced—the NEW BIRTH? If on the first basis, then her 
future membership is to be constituted in a large part, at 
least, of those who were regarded by her during more than 
a century as unsaved people. ; 

Wuat WovuLp WESLEY THINK or Suc A MeMBERSHIP?— 
Judge by this extract from one of his sermons (p. 398): 


‘Ts a man by nature filled with all manner of evil? Is he 
void of all good? Is he wholly fallen? Is his soul totally cor- 
rupted? Or to come back to the text, is ‘every imagination of 
the thoughts of his heart evil continually?’ Allow this and you 
are so far a Christian, deny it and you are but a heathen still.” 
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You see, Wesley would not only refuse to recognize these 
who teach that children are not involved in-sin as*Method- 
ists, but he would put all who “deny” that all men are “wholly 
fallen” and “totally corrupted” under the category of 
“heathen.” : 


THE ATONEMENT. 


THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DocTrRINE Say: 


Article XX. Of the one oblation of Christ. 


“The offering of Christ, once made, is that perfect redemp- 
tion, propitiation and satisfaction for aJl the sins of the whole 
world, both original and actual; and there is none other satisfac- 
tion for sin but that alone.’ * * #* 


Article II. Of the Word or Son of God (in part). 


“One Christ * * * who truly suffered,, was crucified dead 
and buried to reconcile His Father to us, and to be a sacrifice not 
only for original guilt, but also for the actual sins of men.” 

Wesley (Sermons, p. 46): “Even so, by the sacrifice for sin 
made by the second Adam, as the representative of us all, God is 
so far reconciled to all the world that He hath given them a new 
peccnant * +#* * through the redemption that is in Christ 

esus.” : : 


THE New Docrrine.—In setting forth the new doctrine 
Sheldon uses these werds (p. 411): 


“Tf one desires a briefer summary let him say: 

““(1) The salvation provided in Christ for the race is the free 
gift of the love of God. 

(2) This love, the inseparable companion of righteousness, 
effectuates its end by a method of economy which pays exalted 
tribute to Divine righteousness. ; 

“(3) To the mind of God this tribute was present from 
eternity; before the ages He viewed the race as transcendently 
enriched in ethical value by its incorporation of His well-beloved 
Son; no change of attitude on God’s part toward the race is to 
be imagined to have been induced or wrought out in the course 
of history.” 


A more inadequate, vague, colorless and unscriptural rep- 
resentation of the atonement one can scarcely find. 

This is eholly out of harmony with not only the’ fore- 
going Standards of Doctrine, but with all that Methodism has 

stood for from the first until now. 

You notice he omits the words, sacfifice to God, “‘reconcili- 
ation, satisfaction, ransom and propitiation. Why? Because 
he claims they are used on account of man’s limited power of 
apprehension, and have no apparent bearing in God’s mind 
respecting Christ’s “atoning work. » He puts no emphasis on 
Christ’s death, but on the ethical element in His life and 
work. He seems to think, with Professor Bowne, who says: 
“The incarnaticn is the central truth of Christianity and the 


26 


incarnation is the central fact of the atonement.” We always 

supposed the death of Christ was the central fact, and that 
His death was not merely an exalted tribute to righteous- 

ness, but an atonement for sin; and that salvation is not sim- 

ply educational or ethical, but remedial. 

The formula does not express man’s needs nor God’s de- 
mands. ‘Sin is a disease and needs a cure. It is enmity and 
requires reconciliation. It is law-breaking and demands a 
penalty. Christ did not come as a sentimentalist, simply 
to manifest God’s love, but also as a judge to condemn sin; 
not to be an incarnation to exhibit ethical elements only, 
but to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself; not to 
cleanse the world.of sin with rosewater, but with HIS OWN 
BLOOD. : 

THe UNIvVERSALISt Docrrine.—Sheldon’s new doctrinal 
formula is at variance with our creed, but it harmonizes won- 
derfully with that of the Universalist, namely (Dr. Cone, 
p. 4): 


“In this Christian doctrine of salvation the work of Christ holds 
a most important place. It is held that His work iss essential 
in the salvation of men. * *™ * In His mental sufferings in life 
and in His agony on the cross He sacrificed Himself for the truth 
and for man;-but His sufferings were not sacrificial in the usual 
sense of the word—that is, in the sense of satisfying the Divine 
law and paying the penalty. * * * Men are saved by faith in 
Him—that is, by so believing in His doctrines and His principles of 
life as to adopt them for their own and put them in practice.” 


THE UNITARIAN. Doctrine.—The formula does not differ 
much from what is found in “What Do Unitarians Believe?” 
(pp. 6, 7) by Dr. Sunderland, viz.: 


“The whole idea, in all its forms, that God, before He can or 
will pardon men’s sins, must have some third party to make him 
willing, or some sort of “plan” or ‘“‘scheme,’ whereby he becomes 
able to pardon, we utterly reject. We believe that God’s paternity 
is real * * * ; and we do not find even a hint that the elder 
brother, who had not sinned, was required first to make an. 
“atonement” for the younger, or to “intercede’ for him, or to 
“satisfy justice,’ or to “propitiate’ the father, or do anything in 
any way to promote the Father’s willingness or ability to forgive.’ 


‘ 


THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST. _ 3 


THE HSraBLISHED STANDARDS OF DocTRINE SAY: ies ac 


Article Ill. Of the Resurrection of Christ. 


“Christ did truly rise again from the dead, und took again His 
body, with all things apertaining to the perfection of man’s nature, 
wherewith he ascended into heaven, and there sitteth until He 
return to judge all men at the last day.” 

Wesley, referring to Matt. 24:29 (Notes, p. 80): “Here our 
Lord begins to speak of His last coming.” (Notes, 653): 


f 
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“'Phreughout this book (Revelation) whenever it is said He cometh, 
it means His glorious coming.” ' 

Apostles’ Creed: “I believe * * * He shall come to judge 
tive quick and the dead.” : 


Bishop Merrill* says: “He shall come as He went. * * * 
He must therefore come personally, bodily, literally, visibly ; 
He must come in clouds with angels.” 

Our Methodist liberalists, like the historic liberalists, 
deny all this. They change the glowing descriptions made by 
Christ and the evangelists of His second coming into rhetoric- 
al expressions. Sheldon (p. 562) says they belong “to the 
pictorial art of the religious imagination.” 

Dr. Terry agrees with him. “The parousia,’ or coming 
of Christ, he states (Apocalyptics, pp. 464-481) “is not an 
instantaneous act or event. It is a long-continuing process 
* * * of redemption and of judgment.’ And “no scenic 
display of a day or hour.” 

Does Peter refer to such teaching when he tells us iat 
“in the last “days” there will be ‘“scoffers”’ saying, “Where 
is the promise of His (Christ’s) coming?” 


eee THE LAST JUDGMENT. POR at ete 
Tut ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE Say: eats 


Article III. Of the Resurrection of Christ. 

“Christ did truly rise again. * * * He ascended into heaven 
and there sitteth until He return to judge all men at the last day.” 

Wesley (Notes, 383): 


“There is not a word in Scripture of a particular judgment 
immediately after death.’ He also says (Notes 442): “After the 
mpcunnpetion and the general judgment cometh the end of the 
world.” 


Ture New Tracurne.—Sheldon ‘(. 567) rejects this view. 
He reasons against it and says: “Must it not therefore seem 
very artificial and strange to have that brief period (this 
life) passed under detailed scrutiny before God’s tribunal 
and made a basis of eternal destiny to the neglect of all 
the experience of the prolonged age intervening?” You notice 
he has more confidence in his own reasonings than in the 
statements of God’s Word. 


“Tt is a grave error,’ Dr. Terry tells us, “to represent the 
day of the Lord or day of judgment as something deferred to tne 
end of time. The day of judgment for any wicked nation, city 
or individual is the time when the penal visitation comes, and the 
judgment of God’s saints is manifest in every Signal event which 
magnifies goodness and condemns iniquity.” 


*“The Second Coming of Christ” (p. 37). 
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If, as he says, it is a grave error to represent the last 
judgment so, then Dr. Terry commits “a grave error” every 
time he repeats: the Apostles’ Creed, and every time that he 
participates in an adult baptism, the reception of a member 
or a funeral after a Methodist fashion. What is the differ- 
ence between these teachings, and that of-the Universalists? 
' UNIversaLism.—Dr. Cone (p. 9) says: 


“The doctrine of a general judgment is rejected as unscrip- 
tural and contrary to the manifest order of life in which. the 
judgment of sin follows directly upon transgression. God’s judg- 
ment is continuous.” 


It would seem according to what is before us that Meth- 
odism is giving up her contentions and is ready -to accept 
Universalist doctrine. 


THE RESURRECTION. 
THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE say: 


Wesley (Notes, p. 444) speaks of the 


“last. Adam, Christ * *.* giving a more refined life to their 
very bodies at the resurrection.” 


All our symbols hold firmly to a belief in the resur- 
rection of the: body. 

Each candidate for baptism says: “I steadfastly believe in 
the resurrection of the body.” At each morning service we 
all Say: “I believe in the resurrection of the body.” 

When we bury our dead we repeat: “Though after my 
skin worms destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall I see 
God,” and as we say “dust to dust”-we declare we are “look- 
ing for the general resurrection in the last day,” at Christ’s 
“second coming,’ when the “corruptible bodies of those who 
sleep in Him shall be changed and made like His glorious 
body.” 3 : 

Tue New Docrrine.—Do our new conference text-book on 
theology and our theological instructors teach in harmony 
with all this? Oh, no. , 

“In former times,’ Sheldon tells us, “it was commonly 
thought necessary to affirm-a material identity between 
the future body and the present.” He adds: “In reconstitu- 
ting man’s physical being material identity is of no conse- 
quence whatever.” 

How does he know this to be true? It is merely his 
obiter dictum, 

Dr. Terry goes farther than Sheldon. He adopts the idea 
of a “progressive resurrection.” He urges *“For aught that 


*Biblical Dogmatics, p. 250. 
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anyone cah prove to the contrary, the resurrection of the 
dead may be a process that is constantly going on. When- 
ever its mortal tabernacle is dissolved the living soul re- 


ceives its new building from God.” You see, he eliminates 
the idea of both a special era and bodily resurrection. 


UNIVERSALISM.—Dr. Cone (p. 9): 


“In place of the doctrine of a general resurrection it is held 
that the resurrection is experienced by each soul when at death it 
is borne upward into spiritual conditions and a new order of life.” 


., Will some one differentiate between the new Methodist 
doctrine on the resurrection and that of Universalism? 

Bishop Merrill (p. 189) objected to this doctrine and 
held that it is liable to the censure Paul passed upon the 
theory of those who said that the resurrection was past 
already. For if the resurrection is always going on it is 
“passed already” for those that are dead. Paul mentions 
(II. Tim. 2:17) Hymeneus and Philetus as teachers of this 
heresy and says: “Their word will eat as doth a gangrene,” 
and that they had overthrown “the faith of some.” 

But we can prove conclusively that. these views of Dr. 
Terry and the Universalists are not only not Methodistic, but 
not Scriptural. We will prove it by Dr. Terry himself. 

In his work, “Biblical Hermeneutics” (p. 464), he uses 
these words: 

“That the body is raised is the manifest Scriptural teach- 
ing. Christ’s body was raised, and His resurrection is the 
type, representative and pledge that all will be raised (I. 
Cor. 20-80). * * * Paul’s doctrine is that ‘He who raised 
up Christ Jesus from the dead shall also make alive your 
mortal bodies’” (Rom. 8:11; Phil. 3:21). 

And yet this same Dr. Terry in his “Biblical Dogmatics” 
suggests that Christ’s resurrection body may have been a 
phantom; and in the same book he reasons, at length, to show 
that Christ did not take His body with Him when He ascend- 
ed into heaven. All of this is plainly contradictory of the 
Scriptures; and the third Article of Religion, which says that 
He “took again His body, with all things appertaining’ to the 
perfection of man’s nature, wherewith He ascended into 
heaven.” | 

Sheldon claims that Paul is silent in his Epistles respect- 
ing the resurrection of the wicked, although he is on record 
in Acts as holding to that; and that therefore there is room 
for doubt as to his belief in the same. 
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Such reasoning reminds one of how an enthusiastic Egyp- 
tologist overthrew the claims of an Assyriologist. The latter 
claimed that the Assyrians were more advanced than the 
Egyptians and as proof asserted that wire and poles had 
been discovered in that land, which suggested that they knew 
of telegraphy, while no such relics had been unearthed in 
Egypt. “Why,” answered the Egyptologist, “the very ab- 
sence of poles and wires proves that the Egyptians used 
wireless telegraphy.” 

ABSURD INCONSISTENCY.—We wonder if it has ever oc- 
curred to you how inconsistent and absurd it is for our 
‘church to insist on the assertion of our faith in such solemn 
and awe-inspiring doctrines as the actual second coming of 
our Lord, the general judgment and the resurrection of the 
body, and at the same time provide through books and 
theological teachers for the instruction of our ministry in a 
form which is absolutely subversive of faith in these doc- 
trines taken in their historic sense? 


FUTURE PUNISHMENT. 


THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE say: 


Wesley (Notes, pp. 534-583) says: 


“At the moment of:.death every man’s final state is deter- 
mined,” and “As there can be no end of their sins * * * so 
neither of their punishment; sin and its punishment remaining 
_parallel throughout eternity itself.” 


Endless punishment and no second probation has been 
the awful teaching of our church from the first, and no one 
has been able to prove it unscriptural so far. — 

But a change has come, and the swing is toward universal 
salvation. Our ministers now, through Sheldon’s new theo- 
logical text-book, are taught to expect a second probation in 
the “intermediate state,” a purely fictitious state. 


He says (p. 555): 


“A question of larger import * * * ig that which relates 
to the experience of progressive sanctification and to the possi- 
bility of distinct moral transitions in the intermediate state.” 

He then offers a quarter-page argument against the prop- 
osition and four pages in its favor, under five heads. ~ 

The trend of his thought is expressed in this sentence 
(p. 557): 

“Beyond all dispute if makes a noticeable disjunction in thought 


to regard men as autonomous personalities in this world and then 
relegate them. without distinction just across the border of this 
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world to the character of goods which determine nothing as to 
where they shall be stored.” 


He admits that we have no distinct warrant for annihila- 
tion, but says (p. 574): 

“There is some room for the suspicion that the purpose under- . 
lying this order of expression (in Scripture) was rather to paint 
irremediable doom with wretchedness so long as consciousness 
should last than to teach positively strict endlessness of painful 
éxistence.” 

It is generally understood that Professor Hayes, of Gar- 
rett Biblical Institute, teaches Universalism pure and simple 
with reference to the future restoration of the wicked. 

Sheldon’s foregoing suggestion of possible annihilation 
would, of course, throw the whole doctrine of immortality in 
the air—a doctrine imbedded everywhere in our theology. 

Listen to the last paragraph of the new book by Professor 
James Seth on “Hthical Principles,’ incorporated in our 
Conference Course for this quadrennium for the edification of 
young preachers: 


“Our origin and our destiny are one; it is because we came 
from God that we must go to Him * * *’ who is the Father 
of spirits. The fellowship with the Eternal cannot be but eternal. 
* +* *« God is the Home of His children’s spirits and He would 
not be God if He banished any from His presence, nor would 
man be man if he could reconcile himself to the thought of such 
exile.” 


If such teaching as we have called attention to is to be 
pursued how long will it take for Methodism to land in Uni- 
versalism? 

This drift has come naturally through idealistic and evo- 
Iutionary notions. For if progress is always to attend us 
as a race, the race must eventually be saved. And if we 
are children of God by nature we are as the Universalist logi- 
cally reasons heirs and joint heirs with Jesus Christ and 
cannot be lost eternally. ; 

THE UNITARIAN DocTRINE.—Dr. Sunderland says (p. 8): 


“The doctrine of an eternal hell we unqualifiedly reject. In- 
stead of such a dark and God-dishonoring doctrine, we believe that 
the future existence wili be one ruled by Eternal Justice and Love, 
that He whom in this world we call “Our Father,’ will be no less 
a Father to all his human children in the world to come, and that 
that world will be so planned as not only to bring eternal good 
to all who have done well here, but also to offer eternal hope to 
such as have done ill here.” 


You can take your choice. 

If you will consult our “Standard Catechism” prepared 
-by a joint committee of the Methodist Episcopal and the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and approved by the 
Bishops of both churches, you will find that notwithstanding 
128 doctrinal questions appear in it, not one is asked or 
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answered regarding the following important doctrines which 
we are considering, to-wit: 

Adoption, the Second Coming of Christ, the Resurrection 
of the Dead, the General Judgment, Future Punishment and 
Immortality. The doctrine of the Personality and Deity of 
the Holy Ghost as we have already seen, and the words “same 
substance” and “three persons,’ are omitted from the doc 
trine of the Trinity as in Sheldon’s book. Is not the omis- 
sion of, such important doctrines by a committee under the 
authority of the General Conference a form of revocation of: 
these doctrines? Why were they dropped? Will some one 
explain? 

Dr. Tigert, of the church, south, to whom the preparation 
of the catechism was assigned, assisted by the editor of the 
Methodist Review, Dr. Kelley, though a higher critic, was 
afterward elected Bishop. Was it a compromise? Ce - 
promises as to essential doctrines is disloyalty to truth. The 
bulk of our membership and ministry know but little as to. 
what and how such things are done. 


THE FATHERHOOD OF GOD AND ADOPTION. 


THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE say: 


Wesley (Notes, 25): 


“Our Father, who art good and gracious to all, our Creator, 
our Preserver, the Father of our Lord, and of us in Him, Thy 
children by adoption and grace.” 


Here we have Wesley’s doctrine—children of God by adop- 
tion and grace in Christ. That is Paul’s doctrine, “Ye are 
all the children of God by faith in Jesus Christ.” If we 
were propagated by God then we would all be of His nature 
—divine. That cannot be, for Paul said again, “Ye are by 
_ nature the children of wrath.” Jesus said to the Jews, “Ye 
are of your father the devil.” 

Tue New Docrrrne.—Sheldon considers all mankind as 
children of God literally. “Adoption,” he says (p. 452), 
“therefore is not significant of a transition from mere crea- 
turehood to sonship.” What! does he mean that we are some- 
thing more than creatures? He says: “It signifies rather 
transition from a standing in which the high privileges of 
sonship are put in abeyance.” So man is always a son of 
God. All that sin does is to hold his “privileges” in “abey- 
ance.” Then he says: “Heirship must go with sonship.” 
Professor Bowne takes much the same view and seems 


33 


willing to follow his position to its logical conclusion, like 
any good Universalist, saying: “Of course in such a scheme 
our traditional categories of the saved and the unsaved can- 
not be applied in any hard fast manner.” We should say 
not. If such is so we wonder why God has His categories 
of the “saved” and “unsaved.” 

But Professor Seth, whose book* is to teach our preachers, 
goes farther than either. He not only asserts that God is 
the “Father of our spirits,’ “our origin and our destiny,” 
“the home of His children’s spirits,’ but after reasoning 
that behind the “ideal” is the real or divine self, he says 
(p. 428), “the whole drift of the argument tends to show 
that, IN ESSENCE, GOD AND MAN MUST BE ONE.” Here 
is either polytheism or pantheism. Which? Under the 
Jewish law the man who would have said such a thing 
would have been stoned to death for—blasphemy. 

Is it not blasphemy? or is it Pasteurized Methodist milk 
for Methodist theological babes? é 

God made man in His own image, but not of His own sub- 
stance. The Son of God is the “same substance as the Fa- 
ther.” . When man fell he lost the likeness.': When he be- 
- comes a son by adoption he becomes conformed to the image 
of His (God’s) Son; but likeness is not sameness. 

What Sheldon says of adoption is contrary to the estab- 
lished teaching of the church. It is by adoption we become 
sons. If we were sons before adoption there would be no 
need of adoption. The prodigal’s father received him into 
his home and its privileges, but he did not adopt him. 

About two weeks before his death Bishop Merrill preached 
a sermon to our people on the Fatherhood of God in which 
he showed that only those who are regenerated are to be 
regarded as really children of God, and that they become 
so by adoption. We remarked at the close of the service 
that many of our Methodist preachers would not approve 
of his doctrine, as they claim that God is the Father of 
mankind. After a few seconds’ reflection he replied, “Yes. 
And as a cee we are fast path Ss into Universalism 
and Unitarianism.” 

Let us ask, is it strictly tionest? for us as Methodists to 
so largely appropriate the doctrines of the Universalists and 
Unitarians without giving them due credit? It might em- 
barrass us exceedingly if it should be shown that their creeds 
have been copyrighted by them. 


*“Bthical Principles,” by Professor James Seth. 
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DIVINE IMMANENCE. 


An OxLp DocTRINE WITH New SIGNIFICANCE.—The new theo- 
logians hold that the Deity of the old theology is an “ab- 
sentee God,” and that the discovery by them of the doctrine 
of “Divine Immanence” is a notable achievement which re- 
flects much honor upon themselves. They seem to be in 
happy ignorance of the fact that whatever is of worth in 
the doctrine has had a place in evangelical thought from 
the start. Is any thought concerning God more fixed in 
man’s mind than His omnipresence? Well, how can God 
be absent and yet omnipresent at the same time? Anyway 
it is not new in any true sense. Paul taught it to the 
Athenians. The school men gave it an extreme expression.’ 
“God,” said Augustine, “is diffused through all things.” 
Thomas Aquinas taught that “spiritual and incorporeal things 
are subject to divine power,’ and that “God is in all things 
by his power.” But this teaching had not the dangerous 
tendencies that manifest themselves in the doctrine now- 
adays, as taught by the evolution critics, many of whom 
are simple pantheists, whose God is in everything, but being 
impersonal cannot come into fellowship with them, or answer 
an appeal for help. 

Sheldon wishes to make the impression that he is free 
from any pantheistic bias, but when you hear him speak 
of the divine as not “locally confined” to Christ’s “humanity” 
of the “impersonal nature” as the “energizing of the Divine 
Being” you instinctively think of something other than a 
person. 

Dods* uses the “Immanence of God” to do away with all 
supernatural revelation and all distinction between the nat- 
ural and supernatural. Revelation with him (p. 79) is ‘“‘in- 
ternal, and natural and proceeds hand in hand with human 
development, driven forward by similar forces, all of which 
are the manifestation and expression of God.’ Professor 
Rice takes the same view. Of course a doctrine that de- 
stroys the distinction between the natural and supernatural 
destroys the distinction between God and nature, and. de- 
stroys all true religion. 

Dr. C. W. Wendte, in “What Do Unitarians Believe?” (p. 
12) gives as clear a statement of what our cae pancmtee 





*The Bible, Its Origin and Nature (p. 79). 
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critics mean by “Divine Immanence” as anything we have 
seen. He says: 


“The God we worship is immanent in His creation, and _ all 
things he made he inspires forever. The universe, as we behold it, 
is not a finality, complete and perfect, it is a world in the mak- 
ing. Through natural laws, and orderly, unbroken processes of 
evolution its development is ever going on. * * * The mate- 
rial universe, thus conceived, is an eternal and glorious revelation 
of God. What disclosures of indwelling power and wisdom are 
made to us in the’ facts and laws of substance! ‘There is a’ new 
dispensation called Science which reveals the God whom, as yet, 
it will not name. Darwin and Huxley, Tyndall, Spencer, and Fiske 
are among the latter-day prophets whose burden is the Divine 
intelligence and foresight.” 

Ex-President Eliot teaches it in this way: 


“God will be immanent (in the new religion) that no inter- 
mediary will be needed. For every man God will be a multiplica- 
tion of infinities.” 


Can you draw a distinctive line between what Dods and 
other Methodist teachers say as to this, and the foregoing 
Unitarian utterances? 


ENTIRE SANCTIFICATION. 


Wesley, Christian Perfection (pp. 52-3): 

“Hence it appears, beyond all possibility of exception, that to 
this day both my brother and I maintained: 1. That Christian . 
Perfection is that love of God and our neighbors which implies 
deliverance from all sin; 2..That this is rece1ved merely by faith; 
3. That it is given instantaneously. in one moment; 4 That we 
are to expect it (not at death, but) every moment; that now is 
the accepted time, now is the day of this salvatign. * * * They 
are just the same (thoughts ‘hued stated) that I have entertained 
for above twenty years.’ 

We cite the foregoing instead of anything from Wesley 
sermons, or notes, because it states concisely and clearly — 
the doctrine as it was understood in 1808, “Christian Peyréc- 
tion” being one of the Doctrinal Tracts published in the: Dis- 
cipline of that year. ‘To Bell and Owen, Wesley wrote: “You 
have over and over denied instantaneous sanctification to me, 
but I have known and taught it above these twenty years.” 

THE New Doctrine.—Sheldon does what Bell and Owen 
‘did. He substantially denies that sanctification. is instan- 
taneous and represents (p. 46) it to be a “progressive” (p. 
462) work. No doctrine is more distinctly a Methodist doc- 
trine than that of entire sanctification as Wesley taught it. 
Notwithstanding, our Episcopal authorities sanction the elim- 

ation of a cardinal feature. The change arises through 
Sheldon’s idea that the Christian life is an evolution. Sanc- 
tification is progressive because it is a process, and a pro- 
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cess that does not end here (p. 555), but is projected into 
the future life. It is this same evolutionary theory that 
leads him to think of the process of sanctification as progress 
in sonship, and entire sanctification as “perfected sonship.” 
But sonship if literal is a relation—a fact—and not a pro- 
cess. An infant is as much a son as he ever can be. Paul 
does wt say now are we becoming the sons of God, but 
U0W a. «2 the sons of God. Before Brother Sheldon will 
be able to improve on Wesley’s teaching of the higher life 
it will be necessary for him to obtain light from sources more 
reliable than the evolution theory or speculations regarding 
future probation. 


THE SABBATH. 


Tuer ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE Say: 


Wesley (Notes, p. 42): 


“ord even of the Sabbath.’ This certainly implies that the 
Sabbath was an institution of great and distinguished importance; 
it may perhaps also refer to that signal act of authority which 
Christ afterward exerted over it in changing it from the seventh 
to the first day of the week.” 


Wesley in tne foregoing does not Cece ntae the im- 
portance of the Sabbath. It is becoming more evident day 
by day that while the Christian religion is spiritual life, 
the progress of that life depends largely on three external 
institutions, the Church, the Bible and the Sabbath. Is it 
not strange at this crisis, when the American is so fast 
becoming a continental Sabbath, to find Sheldon quarrying 
under the Sabbath, one of the foundation corner stones of the 
Christian Church? He says (p. 622): “Content rather than 
. place determine the nature of a law and judged by its con- 
tent the fourth commandment is not properly ‘a meral law. 
* * * The fourth commandment is indeed gone as a 
statute.” 

Why does he not speak plainly and tell us what it’ is 
fair to assume he believesasa higher critic with Dods, Kirk- 
patrick, Bowne, Terry, Mitchell, Rice and others, namely: 
that God never gave the Decalogue to Moses supernaturally? 

His argument against our Sunday, because of the change 
of the day, from the seventh to the first of the week, has 
mo force, since, as Wesley intimates, Christ promised to 
His disciples that they should be guided in what they might 
-do and say, which is a guarantee that what they did in 
regard to the Sabbath, was ordered of God. Nothing is 
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more clearly taught in the Bible or more manifest in the 
constitution of man than that the observance of the Sab- 
bath is a perpetual and universal moral obligation. That 
our Sunday is on the same. day of the week as was the 
Sabbath originally given by God, has been clearly and fre- 
quently proven. 

This nullifying of the Sabbath law by Sheldon is an- 
other indication of the rapid flow of the tide that seems 
to be carrying us out to sea in conduct as well as doctrine, 
and it is in direct contradiction to the historic teaching of 
our church. 


EVOLUTION. 


A New Doctrine.—Evolution is axiomatic in higher criti- 
cal and the new theological thought; but it is really nothing 
more than a theory. That man descended from the animal 
finds no support in facts. “It has not been demonstrated 
by a single phenomenon.” And what we know of his con- 
stitution and history goes to prove the contrary. Physically, 
man is now according to science, what he has always been, so 
far as we know, his history. Man’s spiritual nature is not 
within the realm of science and consequently no principle 
like this can be postulated of it. 

It has been shown that “Darwin himself never meant that 
Darwinism is applicable to human history.” Yet in no way 
has the desire to sail with the wind and move with the 
tide been more fully emphasied than in regard to the theory 
of evolution; for no sooner had the theory of evolution—a 
theory which never was nor can be proved—become popular 
than men in every department of thought began to adjust 
their thinking to run in that mold. 

The theologians became almost panic-stricken in their 
haste to readjust Bible history and Bible doctrines to this 
unproved pagan hypothesis. 

Sheldon devotes several pages to the discussion of evolu- 
tion. While he does not formally declare his- acceptance 
of the full scientific theory, he shows that its principles in 
a somewhat theistic cast largely govern his thinking. He 
accepts fully the Wellhausen theory of the history of Israel 
as an evolution, and,that revelation is progressive and con- 
tinuous. He is not hampered in his thought by the Bible 
story of the creation, as the framework of it was “not revela- 
tion,” but “human thinking,’ and is not in any true sense 
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history. Adam was not the lordly being men have supposed 
him to be; and whatever the fall may have been it was not 
followed by the evil Consequences that Wesley attached to it. 

_In all this and much more, as we will see, he is not 
alone, as the new school are more or less in accord. MHav- 
ing ¢#apted the evolution theory as a working basis, if not 
a dem..d scien-.c2 dogma, they seem to be busy running 
their theological «otions through that mold, and have 
reached results varying but little from the doctrines that 
have been held hy the liberalistic sects for decades. 

Wuar Is Taveat?—It can be easily shown that all our 
doctrines have to them lost their old and natural significance. 
They teach among other things the following: 

1. That man was evolved through “Divine Immanence” 
—that being God’s method of creation; and that all man- 
kind are children of God, literally. 

2. That the story of the ‘fall’ is an allegory, repre- 
senting the “burden of the inferior animal life that we have 
not yet shaken off.” 

3. That children are innocent and without sin ‘and that 
original sin is the “brute inheritance which every man car- 
ries with him.” 

4. That no guilt attaches to this inheritance, and that 
man only becomes a sinner when he yields to the “animal- 
ism,” as Bowne calls it, within him, and that what is needed 
chiefly is good environment. It is this belief we suppose 
that leads men like Coe, Hughes, Downey, Blake and Me- 
Farland, to advocate ‘‘Preservation vs. Rescue,” and wish 
to see the Sunday School transformed into an HTHICAL 
CULTURE KINDERGARTEN. 

5. That conversion is not a “sudden convulsive change,” 
but a fresh start upward in spiritual development, and should 
not be brought about by the “hypnotic,” forcible and emo- 
tional methods of Methodism, but by forces as gentle in their 
operations as the “discontinuous rain” or the “dew drop.” 
ii Methodism will only right about face, confess that her 
work as an evangelistic agency has been a failure and adopt 
these new methods she is assured that she will herself de- 
velop, within her, a much more beautiful spiritual life. 

6. That “sanctification” is not an instantaneous transcend- 
ent work, but a growth that is to continue beyond death 
into the “Intermediate State.” 

7, That the loss of salvation is the holding of ‘the 
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privileges of sonship “in abeyance,” which loss disappears — 
when a proper filial spirit returns. 


8. That the “entire sanctification” process signifies ‘‘per- 
fected sonship” and a perfected sonship means a full realiza- 
tion of the filial spirit perhaps in eternity. 


9. That revelation, providence, death, judgment, resur- 
rection and future punishment are but movements in. the 
development of human character and life. 


EVERYTHING A Process.—As we have seen everything be- 
comes a process; creation a process; each human life a 
process; regeneration a process; sanctification a process; 
death a process; the resurrection a process; the judgment a 
process; and eternity a. continuous process. Not that the 
most of these ideas were original with them; they had been 
in another form the common liberalistic beliefs for decades. 
They simply found that the liberalistic doctrines fitted into 
the correlative theory, like a hand into a glove, and they 
adopted them. 

ANOMALISTIC SITUATION.—Think of the dheuediiy of the 
situation—churches adjusting their faiths supposed to be as 
firmly grounded as the Rock of Ages, to an unproven scien- 
tific theory! 

The absurdity is not lessened by the fact, that ne in- 
dications now all point to the death and burial of ‘“Darwin- 
ism” as a scientific theory. Professor L. T. Townsend, S. 
T. D., one of the great scholars of our church attends to this 
in these words: 

“We are tired beyond measure of hearing from university 
professors their talk about evolution as if it were still on 
the throne, instead of being in its last squirms in the dust.” 

Would it not be prudent for these revolutionists to pause 
and listen to Professor G. Macloskie, of the Department of 
Biology, of Princeton University, as he calls attention to the 
fact that scientific evolution has not yet settled the question 
of man’s origin and then says: “Under these circumstances 
it would seem premature to be readjusting our scriptural 
notions so as_ to accord with scientific theories not yet even 
formulated. Scientific investigators themselves are calling a 
halt.” 

We would echo the voice of science and call a halt also. 
“Halt!” brethren. ‘Halt!’ until science has given its final 
word, before you finally revise your creed and invalidate 
your Bible. 
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THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE SAY: 


Article VI. Of the Old Testament. 


“sx * * Although the law given from God by Moses as touch- 
ing ceremonies and rites doth not bind Christians, nor ought the 
civil precepts thereof of necessity be received in any common- 
wealth; yet, notwithstanding, no Christian whatsoever is free 
from the obedience of the commandments which are called moral. 


Wesley (Sermons, p. 221): 
“But the moral law contained in the Ten Commandments and 


enforced by the prophets, He (Christ) did not take away. Every 
part of the ten must remain in force upon all mankind.” 


Watson (Theological Institutes, p. 522): 


“The former (the Decalogue) is referred to in the New Testa- 
ment as of perpetual obligation; the other (Ceremonial Laws), as 
peculiar and as abolished by Christ.” 


Upon these ten commandments, and the ethical teachings 
of Christ, and that of the sacred writers as a solid founda- 
tion, our General rules and Christian code of morals have 
been constructed. Watson, in his Institutes, and Raymond, 
in his Systematic Theology, both recognized morals as a part 
of theology, and give considerable space to such. 

Watson regards any attempt to teach morals independently 
of Christianity as a “mischievous tendency,” and gives six 
reasons for the same. 

Sheldon substantially divorces morals from religion by 
omitting to give them any formal representation. He and 
others would destroy their Scriptural foundation. He says 


(p. 622): 
“Nobody has been assured by competent authority that the 
Decalogue: in its entirety is a moral code. * * The fourth 


Commandment is indeed gone as a statute.” 
Professor Earp, ncw of Drew erg Seminary, said 
to Harold Bolce: 


“Tt is unscientific and absurd to imagine that God ever fuinea 
stone mason and chiseled commandments on a rock.” 


Professor Dods, whose book is in the Conference Course, 
declares that God did not write with His finger on stone 
the Decalogue, but that it sprang out of Moses’ “conscious- 
ness” (p. 80). 

All Wellhausen critics, such as Sheldon, Dods, Kirkpatrick, 
Terry, Hayes and Bowne, hold that all revelation is pro- 
gressive—being evolved and advancing; and that morals are 
progressive and cannot be subject to external aber even 
Scripture. 

THE NEW METHODIST FOUNDATION OF MoraLs.—If you will 
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consult the Conference Course of Study you will find there 
Professor James Seth’s book, “Ethical Principles.”* Where 
does he get his ethical principles? From the Holy Scrip- 
tures? from the Decalogue? the ethics of Jesus, which we 
hear so much about? Not one. The preface of this book 
will tell. It says: “The author has been anxious, in par- 
ticular, to recover the contribution of the Greeks, and es- 
pecially of Aristotle, to moral science.” 

Instead of quarrying his moral principles out of Mount 
Sinai, or the Mount of Beatitudes, he went excavating tke 
ruins of the archaic, decayed pagan Greek philosophies, and 
sought to galvanize their principles into life by associating 
them with the rationalistic principles of Kant, Herder, Heine, 
Hume, Hobbes, Hegel, Mill and others. 

Where does he find the ground ’and authority for his 
principles? In the nature of man. He says (p. 428): “We 
are self-legislative.’ That is, each man. makes his own 
laws. Hach man is autonomous—is his own Pope. He says 
further: ‘We re-enact the law already enacted by God. 
The moral law is the echo within our souls of the Voice of 
the Eternal, whose offspring we are.” So we can defy the 
Bible, the church and society itself, each one can do so, and 
claim that our decisions are the voice of God. 

This is nothing new. It is a reproduction of the question 
that agitated the Western Church during the Fourth Century, 
as to the supernatural character of Christianity, as a moral 
agency. Pelagius claimed that the vital germ of a pure mo- 
rality lay in man himself, and not religion. Sheldon holds, 
with Pelagius and the modern liberalists, maintaining that 
man is a moralist as he is a mathematician. He says [p. 
290]: “It [a moral principle] is founded on a man’s con- 
stitution;” and [pp. 293-4], “The Apostle (Paul) evidently con- 
ceived that the data of a true moral code are contained in 
the nature of man.’ Professor Seth means the same thing 
when he represents man as “self-legislative.’’ Almost if not 
all Methodist colleges and theological seminaries teach the 
same, ‘holding that neither the Bible nor any part of the 
Bible contains a moral code according to which the different 
ages are to conform, as man’s morals are subject to the law 
of progression, like everything else connected with him. 





*We are of the opinion that it would be difficult to find a 
work, on moral principles, in the English language less suitable 
for a young Methodist preacher or one more full of ancient pagan, 
and modern anti-Christian principles than this of Professor James 


Seth. ; 
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The difference between this dangerous teaching and the 
historic Methodist doctrine is deep and wide. Methodism has 
always taught that while there is a basis of morality in man, 
his nature has been so injuriously affected by the fall that 
he is incapable of reaching right ethical results of himself; 
and that it is only as his moral nature becomes illuminated 
and vitalized and spiritualized by the presence and operation 
of the Spirit of God in conversion according to the terms of 
the New Covenant, viz.: “I will put my laws into their 
minds and write them in their hearts” that he finds in 
himself a desire to know the will of God and a disposition to 
obey it as he finds it in GOD’S WRITTEN WORD. The man 
is now spiritual, in vivid contrast with the natural, carnal 
man. He discerns the spirituality of the law of God and 
realizes that he lives under a code of laws infinitely higher 
and purer than that which he lived under as an unsaved man. 
The step down from this point of view to the new one is 
long and dangerous. 

Do. you wonder that Professor Cooley, of Michigan Uni- 
versity, is forced to admit that “every man’s mind is the 
theater of a conflict of standards’? How could it be other- 
wise? 

Man has no well-established moral standard within him- 
self, and he is told that he has no moral standard or au- 
thority outside of himself. Is it any wonder that men are 
losing confidence in the men and institutions. that have 
charge of the education of our youth when they precipitate 
such a condition? 

Tihe appeal is not now to the Scriptures, as to faith or 
practice, but to man as “self-legislative,” and our moral ideas 
are becoming low and confused—almost pagan, regarding 
Marriage, the Sabbath, and even the Decencies of life. We 
as Methodists are beginning to feel the effect of all this. The 
drift is toward liberalism in conduct as well as life. We want 
our rules revoked as well as our creed. Latitudinarianism 
in doctrine usually means latitudinarianism in morals. 


PROPHECY. a 


THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE SAY: 


Wesley (Notes, p. 623): 


4 ane ioe a ax dy oR? ERS Fe of prophecy’—The words 
to) oses, Isaiah, and.a e€ prophets are one and the same wor 
every way consistent with itself.” : SS 


43 


“No Scripture prophecy is of private interpretation—It is not 
any man’s own word. It is God, not the prophet himself, who 
thereby interprets things till then unknown.” 

““For prophecy came not of old by the will of man’—Of any 
mere man whatever, ‘but the holy men of God’—devoted to Him, 
and set apart by Him for that purpose spake and wrote, being 
moved—iiterally, carried. They were purely passive therein.” 


Here we have what our great founder thought regard- 
ing the nature and value of prophecy, which is the standard 
for all Methodist teaching. He explained scripture. He did 
not explain it away, which seems to be the fashion now 
among Methodists. 

THE New TEACHING.—Professor Green held that the itt 
effective mode of banishing the supernatural from the Bible 
is by “subjecting it to the processes of the higher criticism.” 

Sheldon subjects it to such processes and gets the results— 
a diminishing of the supernatural. Like the other critics, 
he seems to lessen the divine element of prophecy, but is 
forced to admit that— ; 

“Here and there are manifestations of a foresight which 
cannot be explained by any natural capacity of men.’ He 
gives also a few examples of fulfilled predictions, and says 
that “the element of premonition which runs through so 
large a portion of its contents reaches up, at one point and 
another, into the region of a supernatural insight.” The 
impression he creates is that out of a large number of pre- 
dictions, the most of which were false, ‘here and there,” 
“at one point and another,” there were a few that showed 
foresight. ‘ 

Is that a fair representation? The truth is that about 
six hundred Old Testament prophecies (two hundred of 
which refer to Christ) have been literally and wonderfully 
fulfilled. “I know nothing,’ Moody said, “that will upset 
an honest skeptic quicker than a fulfilled prophecy.” Is it 
for fear of upsetting skeptics that the critics diminish, or 
ignore, prophecy? And is it for the purpose of upsetting 
believers that they exaggerate and magnify what they think 
to be the errors in the Bible? 


MIRACLES. 


THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DocTRINE Say: 


Wesley (Notes, p. 252): 


“<«“Therefore now they could not believe’ (John 12: 39),—that 
is, by the just judgment of God, for their obstinacy and willful 
resistance of the truth, they were at length so left to the hard- 
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tess of their hearts that neither the miracles nor doctrine of our 
Lord could make any impression upon them.” . 


Watson (Theological Institutes, pp. 142-171): 


“Tt has been already proved that miracles are possible, that 
they are appropriate, necessary and satisfactory evidences of a 
revelation from God. On miracles therefore like those which attest 
the mission of Moses and of Christ we may safely rest the proof 
of the authority of both.” 


That Watson in these statements is in perfect accord 
with the existing and established standards of doctrine re- 
garding miracles in 1808-1832. will stand beyond dispute. 
How different the new Methodist teaching! 

Tue New TeacHiIne.—Sheldon is very suspicious of all 
the miracles of the Old Testament, and kindly furnishes us 
with three criteria for testing their genuineness (p. 112). 
Why did he not give us a “catalogue of credible and in- 
credible miracles?” That would have spared us the labor 
of using his critical crucible. 

“As to the testimony for the miracles which led up to 
and accompanies the exodus,” he tells us (p. 127) “the wn- 
certain date of various portions of the Pentateuch hinders 
a confident appeal to eye-witnesses.” The “uncertain date” 
arises from the fact that he and his critical friends hold 
with Tom Paine, that most, if not all, that history was 
“manufactured” about the time of the exile, or. a little be- 
fore. Usually they tell us that a change in date or author- 
ship does not lessen the value of a document. It destroys 
its value in this case, it seems. It is very convenient to 
have swivel critical canons, that can be twisted around 
and made to shoot in any direction. 

“For the later miracles (after the Exodus) of the Old 
Testament, somewhat less can be said,’ he adds. They 
must be fabulous, indeed, for he continues: “Instead, there- 
fore, of rendering any positive support to Biblical authority, 
they need rather to be supported by that authority.” 

But do not miracles, which are so incredible as to be 
a burden rather than a support to the revelation that leans 
on them for support, reflect unfavorably upon the REVELATION 
and the REVELATOR? 

Was not Tom Paine right when he said: “It is to the full 
and upright character of the truth that it rejects the crutch; 
and it is consistent with the character of fable to seek the 
aid that truth rejects?” A 

But Sheldon is willing to concede that it is possible that 
there were mistakes as to the New Testament: miracles also. 
As to the healing of the “demoniacs,” Christ, as a “practical 
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physician,” may have accommodated Himself largely to the 
religious dialect of His age and country, and assumed to 
cast out devils when really He simply cured physical ills. 

We are sorry to find the present doctrinal teacher of all 
our Methodism suggesting such a thing, for truth compels us 
to quote what Professor Terry said about the principle of 

“accommodation,” namely: 

“This, especially, has been a position eunee by many 
RATIONALISTS of GERMANY,” and after saying that some had 
“gone so, faryzas to teach that our Lord accommodated Him- 
self,’ he stamps.it all as a libelous suggestion. He says: 
“It virtually teaches that Jesus Christ was a propagator of 
falsehood * * * and every New Testament writer of a 
species of mental and moral delusion.” We would have hes- 
itated before subjecting Dr. Sheldon to so severe a criticism 
as Dr. Terry’s remark, made when his vision was clear and 
his grip on truth comparatively firm, would involve, but 
seeing it is a scholar’s verdict we will have to let it stand. 

Professor William North Rice, Acting President of 
Wesleyan University, gets rid of the miracles as easily as 
Sheldon, with the aid of similar critical criteria—probably 
borrowed from Harnack—for while he admits that “some 
miracles can be confidently accepted,’ he claims (p. 379): 
“A critical examination of other’s seems to require their 
rejection as UNHISTORICAL.” So we are to conclude that 
the Holy Scriptures contain false history and bolster up 
their divine doctrines with false miracles. 

Our senior Bishop is credited with being largely respon- 
sible for the presence of Sheldon’s book (a veritable Trojan 
horse) in the Conference Course. This is strange, for he 
said publicly, in Chicago some years ago: “I affirm -that 
any man who can juggle these facts (miracles) out of the 
Bible, can juggle all facts and truths out of the Bible.” He 
probably does not look upon Sheldon’s work as “juggling,” 
but as a miraculous instance of “Scientific Biblical Criti- 
cism.” 

Do not many of our theologians, while not denying the 
possibility of miracles, hold, with Dr. Terry, in asserting 
that “miracles are superfluous to the Christian believer: at 
the present day”? (Apologetics, p. 114.) 


*“The Christian Religion in an Age of Science.” 

**Tt is reported that the*conference course of study and read- 
ing was arranged by Prof. W. F. Steele, of Denver University and 
was inserted in the Discipline by our senior Bishop without con- 
sultation with several of his associates who were on the committee. 
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In another place he claims that those in Daniel were 
simply “miraculous allegories.” Quite a difference between 


miracles and miraculous allegories. 
In the issue of Dec. 30, 1908, the editor of the Northwestern 
“Times change; belief in miracles may 


Christian Advocate said: 
be optional ‘with a twentieth century disciple ; they were imper- 
ative for a disciple of the first century.” 

But all miracles are either true or false. If they are 
true they are true eternally, and, if so, must not. belief in 
_ them be always necessary? And if true, are they not strong 
supporting pillars of the truth? 

Mrractes NEcESSARY TO A REVELATION.—Professor Jizpelsi 
Mozley* of Oxford says: “‘A Revelation is, properly speaking, 
such only by virtue of telling us something which we could 
not know without it. But how do we know that that com- 
munication of what is undiscoverable by human reason is 
true? Our reason cannot prove the truth of it, for it is by 
the very supposition beyond our reason.. There must be, 
then, some note or sign to certify to it and distinguish it as 
a true communication from God, which note can be nothing 
else than.a MIRACLE.” This essential “note” of.the Old Tes- 

tament Revelation (and that of the New Testament to a 
large degree) Sheldon and the other critics would destroy by 
questioning the historicity of the miracles. 

Why do not Sheldon and the other new theologians see any 
necessity for or any evidential force in miracles? Is,it be- 
cause, aS Wesley says regarding the Jews, “they were at 
length so left to the hardness of their hearts that neither 
‘the miracles nor doctrine of our Lord could make any im- 


pression upon them.” - 
Which .way are we drifting? Back to Christ and the mi- 
raculous days of the anostelis church, or to doubt and down- 


fall? 
THE HOLY SCRIPTURES. 


THE ESTABLISHED STANDARDS OF DOCTRINE SAY: 


Article V.*’'The Sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures for Salvation. 
“The Holy Scriptures contain all things necessary to salvation ; 
so that:-whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, 
is not to’ bé' required of any man that it should be believed as 
an article. of faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to salva- 
tion. In the name of the Holy Scriptures we do understand those 
canonical books of the Old and New Testament of whose author- 
ity was never any doubt in the Church. The names of ‘the 
canonical books are: 
Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, 
Judges, Ruth, ,The First Book of Samuel, The Second Book of 
Samuel, The First Book of Kings, The Second Book of Kings, 
The First Book of Chronicles, The Sécond Book of Chronicles, The 





*“On Miracles,” by J. B. Mozley (p. 5). 
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Book of Ezra, The Book of Nehemiah, The Book of BHsther, The 
Book of Job, The Psalms, The Proverbs, Ecclesiastes or the 
Preacher, Cantica or Song of Solomon, Four Prophets the greater, 
Twelve Prophets the less. 


All the books of the New Testament, as they are commonly 
received, we do receive and account canonical. 


Article VI. Of the Old Testament. 


The Old Testament is not contrary to the New; for both in 
the Old and New Testament everlasting life is offered to man- 
kind by Christ, who is the only Mediator between God and man, 
being both God and Man. Wherefore they are not to be heard 
who feign that the old fathers did look only for transitory prom- 
ises. Although the law given from God by Moses as touching 
ceremonies and rites doth not bind Christians, nor ought the civil 
precepts thereof of necessity be received in any commonwealth; 
yet, notwithstanding, no Christian whatsoever is free from the 
obedience of the commandments which are called moral.” 

Ritual—Ordination of Deacons: 

The Bishop—“Do you unfeignedly believe all the canonical 
Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments?” | 

Ans.—“I do believe them.” 

Wesley (Notes, p. 623): ‘“ ‘But holy men of God’—devoted to 
Him, and set apart by Him for that purpose, spake, and wrote, 
being moved—literally carried. They were purely passive therein.” 

Wesley (Notes, p. 245): “ ‘The Scripture cannot be broken’— 
that is, nothing which is written therein can be censured or 
rejected.” 


Do our Methodist higher critics agree with these stand- 
ards? No. Not one of them. 

THE New BrsiicaL LEARNING.—Professor Sheldon, in our 
new System of Christian Doctrine, questions the very can- 
onicity of the Canon. He looks upon the Pentateuch, the 
Books of Isaiah and Daniel with so much “suspicion” that 
even were one to hold to the traditional view respecting their 
authorship and dates, it would be (p. 133) “ithe reverse of dis- 
cretion to build upon them as necessary foundations in the 
edifice of Christian faith.” Yet Paul said: “All scripture is 
given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for 
reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness.” 

He claims that the Books of Chronicles, Samuel and 
Kings disagree with one another; that the Psalms have ex- 
pressions of “hot human passion;” that Ecclesiastes is “pessi- 
mistic;’’ that items in the Book of Esther border on the: “‘in- 
credulous”’ and a “fanatical animosity;” that the song of 
Solomon “is plainly a poem of human loves;” that a measure 
of doubt attaches to the “Epistles of Jude and James,” and 
that the Second Epistle of Peter cannot prudently be treated 
as apostolic writing “until its claims are more clearly estab- 
lished.” 

The critics seem to have a grudge against Second Peter. 
Is it because he claimed that “holy men of God spake as 
they were moved by, the Holy Ghost,’ and that there would 
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be “false teachers” who would bring in “damnable heresies,” 
and who would ask, ‘Where is the promise of His (Christ’s 
second) coming?” 

He not only attacks the canon of scripture, but says (pp. 
146-147): “No intelligent or morally earnest person accepts 
the Bible as a whole,’ and that it excludes “all legendary 
materials is a conclusion which. it is not easy to establish.” 
He is frank enough to point out what he thinks are “errors” 
of feeling, of faith and of fact. Even in the New Testament 
he finds inaccuracies in the “report of historical faith.” In- 
spiration (pp. 148-149) with him is neither plenary, nor ver- 
bal nor intuitional. It is largely enlightenment without ef- 
fective direction or control. 

The editor of the Zion’s Herald, in the issue of June 23d, 
1909, criticises severely, but justly, the preachers’ course of 
study issued by the Bishops. He objects to the substitution of 
Seth’s work in the place of Smyth’s “Christian Ethics,’ and 
the unnecessary multiplication of “books on the social prob- 
lem.” He wonders why the English Bible is not in the 
preachers’ course, and says: “That is really his text-book. 
A man may go through this entire course of study and 
scarcely open his English Bible.’ That is well said, but 
the editor might have added that he cannot go through his 
prescribed course without having the foundations of his faith 
in that English Bible severely tested, or badly shaken, or 
destroyed. vee 

Dr. Parkhurst thinks it was a great mistake to drop out 
of the course Harman’s Introduction, ‘‘a monument to schol- 
arship,” which “stands to-day as the accepted truth in the 
safest circles of orthodoxy.” And asks: “Do we stand ready 
to accept without further inquiry the most recent criticism 
as the accepted doctrine of Methodism?” 

Why ask that question? Professor Cobern (p. 258, In- 
troduction Ezekiel and Daniel) says: “It may be well, 
therefore, to state that we accept unreservedly the modern 
methods of biblical criticism.” We know these modern meth- 
ods, and that they grind out destructive results as discrimi- 
nately as a Pillsbury mill grinds out flour, shorts and tail- 
ings. If the more moderate Cobern accepts the methods he 
also accepts the recent results. So do two, if not three, of 
our theological seminaries, most of our colleges, many of our 
periodicals and much of the theological literature published 
by our Book Concern. And now we find the Conference 


Course loaded down with the same. 
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KIRKPATRICK AND Dops versus HarmMan.—The work of 
the sane, moderate, safe, scholarly Methodist Harman is 
turned down and out, and the destructive higher critical 
works of A. F. Kirkpatrick, a second-rate English Church- 
man, and that of Marcus Dods, a Scotch Presbyterian, who 
was under suspicion in his own church, put in its place. 

“The Divine Library of the Old Testament,” by Kirkpat- 
rick, is a volume of 155 pages, and is the first in the list of 
the first year. The young preacher who studies it will be 
impressed with the pious talk and the authoritative, schol- 
arly assumptions of the author. He will find, however, that 
this wonderful “Divine Library,’ which Kirkpatrick treats of, 
is a very different volume from Harman’s Bible, or what 
his mother taught him to believe it to be. He will be 
shown that the Bible is full of ‘errors,’ and will spend many 
weary hours poring over the many pages that bring to his 
attention the “discrepancies,” “contradictions,” “false read- 
ings,” “corruptions” and “ambiguities,” which he will be 
told “require the closest exercise of critical skill.” He will 
be surprised to find that the Books of Moses are at the wrong 
end of the Bible, that there are many Isaiahs whose predic- 
tions are simply history written after the events. He will 
learn possibly for the first time that legends and myths and 
folklore and allegories are very valuable elements in inspired 
history. The Old Testament will be a new book to him, be- 
cause it will be no longer a narration of facts, but largely a 
work of the imagination, and was not written when he sup- 
posed, nor by anybody of whom he ever heard. It will be 
taught him that when Abraham came into Canaan from Ur of 
the Chaldees, that he brought with his other valuable assets 
myths and legends; and that as time went on these divine 
historical myths and legends grew, and others of a kindred 
nature were added, and that about nine or ten hundred 
years after Moses’ time some one gathered this material to- 
gether and used it—“took (p. 103) prophetic naratives and 
state annals and folk ballads and current traditions, and, 
looking back over a long period (say 3,500 years) selected 
portions of these materials and wove them into the texture 
of a history’—the Old Testament. | 

Of course, the young preacher will think of our Lord’s 
representations of that Divine Library as true history—‘‘the 
Word of God;” but he will open his eyes when he reaches 
page No. 9 and reads: “It is not I believe contrary to the 
catholic’ doctrine of our Lord’s person to suppose, that in 
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such matters (Scriptures) His knowledge was the knowledge 
of His time’—wholly wrong. My! how he will wonder at 
the dense ignorance displayed by Christ (according to these 
critics) who inspired it all, and who “As God,” he, like 
Wesley, had supposed “knew all the circumstances of it.” And 
how he wil] rejoice in his own exalted rank as a budding - 
scholar and biblical expert! No doubt he will have much 
difficulty in shifting his faith from the old foundations of 
historical facts, supposedly as unmovable as the Rock of 
Ages, to this new, idealistic, much-in-the-air, “psychologic 
base.” We sympathize with him deeply, especially if like 
his Lord and Master he has not had the exalted advantage 
‘of drinking from some of these modern fountains of biblical 
and scientific knowledge, which are called Theological Semi- 
naries. Possibly he will be in great distress of mind as he 
struggles with his unbelief and asks, as did the old Puritan 
writer: ‘What shall a poor unlearned Christian do if he has 
nothing to rest his poor soul on?” 


Marcus Dons, THE WELLHAUSEN HIGHER CRITIC.— ~ 
But he will soon have much that has_ shaken his faith, 
through the higher criticism of Sheldon and Kirkpatrick, 
repeated over again and confirmed by another book in the 
Conference Course—‘The Bible: Its Origin and Nature,” by 
Marcus Dods, whom *Professor Rogers, of Drew, recently so 
highly eulogized in the New York Christian Advocate. He 
will find himself invited by that critic to put himself in 
thought (p. 14), “back into the days when as yet there 
was no written record of the past,” about the time of Amos 
or Hosea, about 700 years after Moses, to observe the “Origin 
of Bible,’ though, at the same time, the writer concedes 
that even anterior to the eighth century there may have been 
“legendary accounts of remote transactions.” No facts are 
offered to prove the date of its origin, or that the Bible had 
‘not a Mosaic origin. All this must seem very absurd to any- 
one who is cognizant of the advanced civilization of the 
(Egyptians and the cther adjacent races, as well as that of 
the Israelites, themselves away back as far as the Hxodus— 
a civilization as advanced as that of Europe in the fifteenth 
century. 

*Professor Rogers was supposed to be a conservative, but tho 
Sunday, School Journal of April says: ‘He (Rogers) writes as: 


an avowed modern, who accepts the composite authorship of the 
Hexateuch and those other positions of critical scholarship,” 
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Notice how Dods, like Sheldon and, Kirkpatrick, finds an 
important place in Revelation for “legends.” So do Pro- 
fessors Rice and John Fiske, whose books are placed in the 
Rock River Conference Post-Graduate Course and published 
in the minutes by the Committee of Examination, of which 
Dr. P. H. Swift was chairman for several years. “It is alto- 
gether probable,’ Rice says (p. 374), “that legendary ele- 
ments in considerably large degree are mingled in the Old 
Testament history, and in less degree even in the New Tes- 
tament history.” 

John Fiske in his book* says (p. 1): 


“The legend in which the serpent is represented as giving 
counsel to the mother of mankind occurs at the beginning of the 
Pentateuch. This Garden of Eden is a true Persian paradise, The 
wily serpent is a genuine Persian serpent.” 

Unlike these Paul, who must have understood the nature 
and value of legends and myths, warned Timothy not to 
give heed to fables (myths), and also, Titus against Jewish 
fables (myths). Peter claimed that he had not founded his 
faith on fables (myths), but facts. 


Under the heading ‘Revelation,’ (pp. 79, 80) Dods would 
have the student make no “distinction between the natural 
and supernatural.” “Everything,” he says, ‘is equally nat- 
ural, or, if we prefer it, equally supernatural,” and “all reve- 
lation is natural;” e. g., the Mosaic Code is no more a super- 
natural code than the Khammu-rabi Code. Further on he 
Says: 

“When it is said that He (God) spoke to Moses and the 
prophets * * * we are not to think of any external intima- 
tions. It was through severe mental exercise (Paul claims it was 
by revelation) that Paul obtained his insight into Divine things 
and his decisions on the difficult questions of practice which were 
referred to him. As Sabatier says: ' ‘When God wished to give 
the Decalogue to Israel He did not write with His finger on tables 


of stone; He raised up Moses and from the consciousness of 
Moses the Decalogue sprang.’ ” 


He tells us that Luke was not the “mere mouthpiece of 
another’s thoughts’ (p. 111). But Jeremiah (1:9) said: 
“Then the Lord put forth His hand and touched my mouth. 
And the Lord said unto me, Behold, I have put My words 
in thy mouth.” Is not this the substance of inspiration? 

Professor Harp, a Methodist minister, late of Syracuse 
University, but who has just been elected a professor in 
Drew Theological Seminary, in answer to Harold Bolce’s 





*“From Nature to God.” (A truer title would be e. g. “From 
God to Nature.” ) 
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question, you remember, said: “It is unscientific and absurd 
to imagine that God ever turned stonemason and chiseled 
commandments on a rock.” rT 

Is it not obvious that our preachers are being taught that 
the Holy Scriptures are not in any true sense a supernatural 
revelation? 

Dods seems to believe in an inspiration which is common 
to all, and quotes Professor Wood approvingly, viz: “ ‘Bibli- 
cal inspiration is a species of inspiration in general.” On 
pages 125 and 126 he says: “It (inspiration) illuminates the 
mind as enthusiasm does by stimulating and elevating it; it 
enriches the memory as love does * * * it brings light to 
the understanding,” but it does not “guarantee” “material,” or 
insure ‘“infallibility.’ He devotes a chapter of thirty pages 
with the heading ‘“Infallibility,’” to showing that this in- 
spired Biblical Record is: unreliable with contradictions, dis- 
crepancies, false history and errors of various other kinds. 

Professor Hiselin, of Garrett Biblical Institute, seems, to 
think with the rest. The first eleven chapters of Genesis are 
not history to him. In his Introduction to the Book of 
Jonah, in his ‘‘Minor Prophets” (Whedon’s Commentary, p. 
322), he claims that he thas “examined the arguments in fa- 
vor of the historical interpretation, and it has been found that 
’ they fail to establish their point.” Of course, we would expect 
him to conclude that way, knowing the pre-suppositions with 
which he began his investigations. To him evidently what 
was supposed to be history has become an allegory. 

In the *Methodist Review for January-February, 1907 (p. 
63), Dr. Mains, Publishing Agent, says: ‘Criticism makes 
untenable certain views of inspiration. * * * It requires 
only intelligent attention, not critical scholarship, to con- 
vince any candid thinker that the books of the Bible bear 
evidence of a fallible human authorship.” If so, why does 
Dr. Mains say on page.65: “The Bible is man’s one uner- 
ring guide in his search for God?’ How could a fallible 
human author get up’an unerring guide book? That ques- 
tion will trouble’: the man in the street more than a little. 

This leads us to ask: How can inspiration and false his- 
tory hang together? Did God inspire men to represent his- 
tory or to misrepresent history? 





‘*This Methodist Review, which contains in almost every issue, 
by various persons, articles which are subversive in spirit or form 
of our present. existing and established standards of doctrine, is 
embraced in each of the four years’ course for traveling preachers. 
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The Bible, being inspired, must give us a faithful ac- 
count, for the supernatural inspiration of falsehood is un- 
thinkable, “none but the stupid would believe in a God who 
made mistakes” or inspired misrepresentation. 

Wellhausen, the father of the higher criticism of to-day, 
who did not pretend to believe in any form of inspiration, is 
said to have remarked: “I knew the Old Testament was a 
fraud, but I never dreamt, as these Scotch fellows (refer- 
ring to Dods, Smith and others) do, of making God a party 
to the fraud.” 

*Terry agrees with the Wellhausen critics already men- 
tioned. For instance, he says: 


“There exists no evidence that the great body of these ritual 
laws (Levitical Code) were either observed or known before the 
Babylonian exile.” 


Which is another way of saying that all the affirmations 
in the Pentateuch, e. g., ‘‘The Lord spake to Moses saying: 
Make an atonement for thyself,’ were false. : 

Dods claims to have great love for and confidence in the 
Bible, notwithstanding its ‘“fallibility”’ Tom Paine and 
Kuenen, as well as Wellhausen, professed to have so much 
respect for God that they would not believe that He ever had 
anything to do with the making of a work of that character. 
And it is difficult to conceive how anyone could have confi 
dence “‘in or respect for’ a book written as he claims it was. 
The moment a reasonable person believes that the Bible, or 
large portions of it, was written ages after the scenes are 
supposed to have occurred, as Dods represents, and by un- 
known men who had no historical “material” “guaranteed” by 
inspiration, nor any revelation of facts, the prophecies, mira- 
cles, deliverances and theophanies all fade out as objective 
facts, as they would out of any other form of saga or a mod- 
ern work of the imagination. 

In regard to the New Testament he says (p. 173): ‘But 
none of our pores professes to be infalilble, even in- 
spired.” 

Assuming eee to be true, is it not evident from Christ's 
own words that the writers were inspired? Did he not as- 
sure them that the Spirit of their Father would bring all 
things to their remembrance “whatsoever” He had “said” 
unto them, including reasonings, facts, and truths? Why? 
‘So that an accurate record might be made. He clearly prom- 
ised them the gift of prescience. He said “He will show you 





.*Moses and the Prophets, p. 34. 
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things to come,” and that the same Spirit: would “lead” them 
into “all truth.” Has any one a right to call himself a 
Christian who questions the authority of Jesus Christ as the 
Son of God, or the fuifillment of this, His promise? He cer- 
tainly should have no part in the education of a Methodist 
preacher, as this is all clearly contradictory of the histori- 
cal. and constitutional teaching of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church. 

What is taught by these is what Dr. Kelley calls “Well- 
hausenism.” In the July-August Methodist Review he says: 
“This theory has proved a real stumbling block to many, 
‘and has unsettled the faith of multitudes.” 

What Dr. Kelley calls a “STUMBLING BLOCK” our Epis- 
copal authorities have put across the path of all incoming 
Methodist preachers to “unsettle” their “faith’ and that 
of. “multitudes” of others through them. : 

_ RESULTS OF EXAMINATION OF CONFERENCE CoURSE Books.— 
A close examination of what you have seen in these books 
of Sheldon, Kirkpatrick, Dods and others on higher eriti- 
cism, which our young preachers are obliged to study, in- 
volves.a change as to the nature of the Bible itself. These 
eritics construe the V. and VI. Articles to mean that the 
Bible is not. the Word of God, but may contain the Word of 
God. The literature of the times when these articles were 
written will show that such was not its meaning. There are 
subsidiary doctrines which are involved also, such as: 

(1) The Canon itself, which the critics challenge, claim- 
ing that several of the Books do not properly belong to it. 

‘'The V. Article asserts that there never was any doubt of 
the authority of these. 

(2) Inspiration,, to which they give a new significance 
eliminating the supernatural element and any divine control 
that would guarantee inerrancy. This change is fundament- 
al, and means a complete and radical change of attitude. No 
man can remain a Methodist doctrinally; and intelligently 
accept higher criticism’s definition of inspiration. 

(3) Infallibility, this being denied, as the Bible, it is 
claimed, contains numberless errors of facts, feeling and 
faith. Wesley tells us, Notes (p. 623) that “nothing therein 
can be censured or rejected.” 

If nothing in the Bible can be “censured” or “rejected,” 
as. our established standards of doctrine declare, in various 
forms and places, then higher criticism in the Methodist 
Church is an outlaw. Why not? 
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Paul said to Felix: “I believe all things which are writ- 
ten in the law and in the prophets.” Is it to be supposed 
that because a Methodist has the word professor before his 
name, that he knows more regarding scripture than Paul? 
What is the higher criticism but impertinence, anyway? Why 
should weak-minded, limited man sit in judgment on God’s 
Word? 

The critics assume that this “fallibility’ is a new discov- 
ery. We claim that they cannot produce a solitary proven 
serious error in the Bible, or any serious supposed error 
discovered later than the time of Tom Paine. Many of the 
“errors” that Sheldon, Terry, Dods, Kirkpatrick and others 
repeat in unison have been explained or exploded again and 
again. 

(4) The doctrine that the Bible is authoritative they re- 
pudiate. Only what is in the Bible that aes to them is 
of any authority. 

This:is Universalist and Wittarinn doctrine. Dr. Cone (p. 
.3) says: 

“In the theology of Universalism * * * His (God’s) law 


has no claim on man’s allegiance except as he may be allowed 
to interpret it in the familiar terms of his own judgment.” 


Could anything be more contradictory of our Methodist 
symbols? The Standard Catechism says: “The Bible is the 
only rule, and the sufficient rule, both of our faith and prac- 
tice.” 

(5) That Christ, by His treatment of the Old Testament, 
authenticates it as God’s inspired Word, has been the doc- 
trine of our church from the beginning. The New Doctrine 
is that either Christ did not know the true nature of the 
Old Testament, or he accommodated Himself to the prevail- 
ing views, and consequently did not guarantee its genuine- 
ness. 

In view of all this picture to yourself a class of intelli- 
gent young men standing up in the annual conference; sur- 
rounded by their brethren and fathers, about to be set apart 
for the sacred office of the ministry. Most of. them have been 
educated in our collegiate and theological schools, and all 
have passed through the prescribed Conference Course. They 
either know and believe that what they have been taught 
through their text-books misrepresents the Holy Scriptures, 
or they think and believe that the scriptures are seriously 
errant, and are in a large part made up of false history, 
false miracles, false prophecies and myths and legends and 
folklore, and are consequently unworthy of belief, 
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The Bishop knows what the books contain, or is sup- 
posed to know, for he and his colleagues have . supervision 
of the schools, and prescribe the course of conference study. 

Probably three-fourths of these young men may believe 
that most of the history of the Old Testament is so much 
rubbish. Yet the Bishop stands up and in solemn, reverential 
tones, as he looks into the eyes of these young men, says: 
“Do you unfeignedly believe all the canonical scriptures of 
the Old and New Testaments?” and they all, without a blink, 
answer: “I do believe them.” 

It is not necessary for us to comment on that scene, 
unless it should be to ask this question: ‘In all this are we 
helping to raise up a transparently honest and straightfor- 
ward ministry, or possible candidates for a possible theo- 
> logical ‘Ananias Club’? Which?” 


TWENTY-TWO PRINCIPAL DOCTRINAL DEPARTURES 
AND 


FIVE AUXILIARIES. 


OUR MAIN PURPOSE in what, we have said has been to prove 
regarding the new departures in doctrine, two things: 


First.—That they are not in harmony with, but con- 
trary to our Articles of Religion and our established 
standards of doctrine. 

Second.—That the trend is positively toward liberal- 
ism. 


We think we have proven these two points beyond dis- 
pute. 

We would now recapitulate somewhat by giving a sum- 
mary of twenty-two of the principal doctrinal departures 
from the historic faith of our church. There are other doc- 
trines which we have had to pass over. 

These departures are being taught our youth, through 
our Sunday School and other literature; in most of our the- 

_ ological and other educational institutions; and every can- 
didate for our ministry—through the Conference Curriculum 
prescribed by our Bishops.’ These twenty-two departures, 
with five auxiliaries, are made mige APE with regard to the 
following doctrines: 


1. THE Trinity.—They omlt from the doctrine the words 
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“same substance” and “three persons”, found in Article I. of 
Religion. : 


2. THE Fs ape AND DEITY or JESUS CHRIST.—Christ 
is made “subordinate to,” “less’ and “not equal” to the 
Father, and so human that His Deity (not mentioned) is 
not manifest. God is not necessarily “located” in His hu-. 
manity. 

3. THE Kenosis.—Through this teaching Christ seems to 
be emptied of God. 

4. PERSONALITY AND DrITY oF THE Hoty GuHosT.—He is 
held to be “subordinate’ to the Father. As a distinct doc- 
trine He is left out of the Standard Catechism. 

5. Srin.—Sin is held to be merely wrongdoing; that man 
naturally is in vital relations with God. That children do 
not inherit sin. 

6. New BirtH.—Children are represented as innocent, 
and do not need “change of heart.” They are to be saved 
by “Preservation versus Rescue.” 

7. THe ATONEMENT.—The historic scriptural words and 
their meaning—propitialion, satisfaction, reconciliation and 
redemption, are left out of the doctrine of the atonement as 
foreign to the mind of God. The doctrine is centered in 
His incarnation rather than death. 

8. THE SEcoND CoMING oF CHRIST.—This doctrine is de- 
nied as a visible future event. 

9. THE RESURRECTION OF THE Bopy.—The idea of physi- 
cal identity is excluded from the doctrine. It is a process 
constantly going on. 

10. THE JUDGMENT DAy.—This is said to be a process, 
or the consummation of a process, not a distinct event. 

11. Furure PUNISHMENT.—This may possibly be annihi- 
lation or a reformatory measure in the “Intermediate State,” 
or a preparation for ultimate restoration to God’s favor. 

12. Tue FATHERHOOD or Gop.—It is taught that all man- 
kind are children of God by nature, and also of the “essence 
of God.” 

13. Apnoption.—According to Methodist teaching Adoption 
accompanies the New Birth. The new teaching is that a 
man is always a child of God, and that Adoption means only 
the removal of an unfilial spirit. The difference is funda- 
mental. 

14, Divine IMMANENcE.—This doctrine eRades easily into 
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pantheism, and is used to destroy the, distinction, between 
the natural and supernatural, and to accommodate the..ewvo- 
lution. hypothesis. : 

15. Entire SANCTIFICATION.—This doctrine is represented 
not as an instantaneous but progressive work, extending into 
the “Intermediate State,” and as perfected sonship. 

16. Tuer SaspatH.—It is claimed that the Sabbath is not 
a part of the moral code nor a divine statute. 

17. EvotutTion.—This pagan hypothesis is treated as a 
doctrine; made a basis for Biblical adjustment, and a new 
doctrine of sin; God’s method’ of creation, and of salvation 
from sin. 

18. ImMMoRTALITY.—By admitting the possibility of ‘An- 
nihilation,’ Sheldon denies the certainty of Immortality. 

19. Ersics.—The moral principles taught are founded 
on pagan and rationalistic philosophies and not on the ten 
commandments. or Christ’s, ethics. . 

20. PropHecy.—While a few of the prophecies. are ad- 
mitted to be verified, the most of them are represented as 
false, and the authors of several must have forged their 
certificates. 

21. Miractes.—The historical character of almost if not 
all of the miracles of the Old Testament is denied, as well 
as some of the New. : 

_ 22. Tur Hoty Scripturrs.—The Bible is supposed to con- 
tain a revelation, but is not the Word of God; andthe critics 
deny, as follows: 

(1) That the Canon is correct or settled by competent 
authority. (2) .That the Inspiration of the Bible is super- 
natural. (3) That the Bible is infallible. (4) ‘That it is 
authoritative. (5) That Christ’s authority extends over 
Scripture. 


ee IT. 


ELEVEN CONTRIBUTING CAUSES. 


Among the many things, some, of which we have already 
referred to, which haye helped to precipitate this CRISIS 
upon our church we cite the following: ; 

1. RATIONALISTIC CONCEPTION OF THE BIBLE.—What is called 
the modern, but which is nothing. but the old Rationalistic 
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Conception of the Bible, has had much to do with the de- 
cadence of Methodist theology. ' 


At a glance one can see that the Gospel, as the Chris- 
tian church has understood it from the first, could not 
have come from the Bible the liberalistic critics offer us. 


Says Dr. George E. Ellis, a leading Boston Unitarian min- 
ister: 

“Fifty years of study, thought and reading, given largely to 
the Bible and to the literature which peculiarly relates to it, have 
brought me to the conclusion that the book—taken with the 
special Divine quality and character claimed for it, and so exten- 
Sively aSsigned to it as inspired and infallible—as a whole and 
in all its contents is an orthodox book. It yields what is called 
the orthodox creed.” 


That is all true; and it is just as true that the higher 
critics’ liberalistic book, with its myths, legends, false his- 
tory, sham miracles, wrong religious notions and its marked 
fallibility, is a heterodox book. It yields what may be 
called the liberalistic creed. 

But the new conception of the Bible is not only libeéralistic 
but essentially rationalistic. The author of “Hermeneutics,” 
Dr. Terry (p. 551), says: ‘‘Ruess, Graf, Kuenen and Well- 
hausen have in the most recent times exhibited great in- 
genuity and scholarship in their essays to reconstruct the 
very foundation of Old:Testament history and place the writ- 
ings of Moses after those of the Prophets.” And he char- 
acterizes these critics as: ‘This destructive school of Ra- 
tionalism.” ‘Then he wrote the work, “Moses and _ the 
Prophets,” in accordance with the Ruess, Graf, Kuenen and 
Wellhausen canons of “destructive” criticism. Is it unfair 
to assume that what is destructive Rationalism in a German 
higher critic, is destructive Rationalism in this Amer- 
ican Methodist higher critic? 

What is Rationalism? Prof. C. W. Rishell, of Boston 
University, said: “It is the very essence of Rationalism to 
give reason the final decision.” 

It is largely because the critics, both in Germany and 
America, give to Reason the final decision as to the Bible 
and its contents that our Methodist author was justified in 
condemning himself and others as “Destructive Rationalistic 
critics.’ Almost all our critics subject themselves to this 
criticism. “The language of Scripture,’ says Prorf. B. P. 
Bowne, “must be interpreted in accordance with our moral 
Reason, no matter what it means to say.” 

In the first pages of his book Professor Sheldon, under 
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the head of “Leading ‘Presuppositions,” says: “By reason we 
mean man’s rational faculty or power of judgment. * * * 
Taken in this sense, it is a valid criterion.” Further on (p. 
30) he claims that the Reason is not to be asked, in dealing 
- with Revelation, to hold statements that are contradictory 
to each other or “contrary to rational insight.” “If aught 
in either line,’ he says, “is found within the compass of an 
accredited Revelation, it must be regarded as the product of 
human fallibility.’ He claims also that we must not “‘dis- 
eredit” our Reason. This, of course, makes the Bible no 
longer authoritative. Instead of an infallible Bible, we have 
an infallible Reason. Instead of being humble scholars at the 
feet of Revelation, we are to “Summon Divine Wisdom to our 
bar and oblige it to give an account of its reasons for its de- 
cisions.” Isn’t that fine! What an august power is human 
Reason!! 

But such wisdom is foolishness even to human reason, for 
_a Revelation from its very supposition is above the knowl- 
edge or grasp of Reason, as the Reason deals with the com- 
mon experiences of life which are paralleled by supporting 
facts. But the mind is capable of reaching legitimate con- 
clusions that are perfectly satisfactory which are not verified 
by the Reason. We call this exercise of the mind Faith—the 
true interpreter of Revelation. In fact, Reason is not proper- 
ly a judge even of a miracle, for a reasonable fact is one 
the Reason can account for, but the Reason cannot account 
for a miracle. 

“God has created two great lights,’ Meyer says, “a great 
light, Revelation, to rule the day; and a lesser light, Reason, 
to rule the night.” There are truths of Revelation which if 
they are to be accepted at all must be accepted as mysteries. 
They belong to the -‘realm of faith and authority,’ which 
are to be kept distinct from that of reason. 

Reason even in its own sphere, that of consciousness, is 
not a very satisfactory criterion, how much less so must 
it be when it attempts to grapple with and judge Revelation. 

If it were the judge of Revelation whose reason should 
be the judge? The reason of each one for. himself? In that 
case its decisions would be a tower of Babel. 

But the human reason is so uncertain in its operations, 
that the same person will reason differently at different times. 
Theodore Parker was said to have a double consciousness, 
and to seldom reason twice alike. 

Professor Terry seems to be constituted similarly. One 
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day away back, when his historical imagination was awake, 
he reasoned about the narratives of Daniel and his com- 
panions, and of the Patriarchs and concluded by saying: 
“They are to be accepted as trustworthy records of facts. 
This principle holds with equal force in the narrative of 
miraculous events. The figurative portions are as certain 
and truthful as the most prosaic chapters.” .You see his 
reasoning is. cogent, coherent and conservative, excellent. 

But on another day he sat down in a different mood. 
He had become a higher critic and history loomed up be- 
fore him in vivid panoramic form, and as he reasoned his 
conclusions differed widely from that of a previous day. 
He was now writing his book, “Biblical Apocalyptics,” and 
what was narrative before was now, he tells us (p. 44), “a 
pictorial object lesson,” and the miraculous narratives in 
Daniel, “sacred allegories.” In the same way what was ‘Ac- 
-tual Occurrences” to him in writing Hermeneutics (p. 160) 
became to him in the life of Jonah as he wrote “Moses and 
the Prophets” (p. 147) “Allegorical Parables.” 

He that sitteth in the heavens must laugh! The Lord 
must hold human reasonings in derision! But what does 
God say? 

“T will bring the philosophy of the philosophers to naught, 
and the shrewdness of the shrewd I will make of no account. 
Where is the philosopher? Where the teacher of the law? 
Where the disputant of to-day? Has not God shown the 
world’s philosophy to be folly? * * * For God’s folly is 
wiser than men and God’s weakness is stronger than men.” 
(I. Cor. 1:19-25, Twentieth Century New Testament.) 

2. FALSE INTERPRETATION. — The habit the new school 
theologians have which has come largely from the influence 
of Swedenborg and idealistic. philosophy as well as their 
higher critical theories of disregarding the natural signifi- 
cance of words and giving the physical a spiritual, the lit- 
eral a figurative and the historical a fictitious or allegorical 
or apocalyptic sense is responsible for many doctrinal de- 
partures in part at least. 

Sheldon, as we have seen, gets rid of Paul’s representa- 
tion of us as children of wrath, the resurrection of the body, 
the day of judgment as an event, the coming of Christ as 
a visible appearing, and the certainty of eternal punishment 
by regarding the representation of these matters in Scrip- 
ture not as exact doctrinal teaching, but as “religious ore 
tory,” or the “pictorial art of the religious mnagination.~ 
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The author of “Biblical Apocalyptics” gets rid of them 
in the same manner, only more sweepingly. Indeed, he 
abounds in his fanciful transformations. What is plain, pro- 
saic narrative to us is a pictorial object lesson to him. Under 
his magic touch Jonah’s history becomes an allegory and 
Daniel’s part fiction and part apocalyptic. He takes in the 
whole sweep of creation in Genesis, the fall, the antediluvian 
world, the flood and the dispersion as imaginative pictures. 
Much of Abraham’s life and that of the Patriarchs become 
apocalyptic. “We may,” he tells us, “conceive the entire pic- 
ture (in Exodus), from the call of Moses to his song of tri- 
umph, as a magnificent drama.” Much of Joshua, Kings, 
Chronicles and almost all the books of the Bible become word 
pictures which end with John’s Revelation as one grand final 
display of idealistic apocalyptic colorings, as beautiful as a 
rainbow and as tangible as the Aurora Borealis. * 

Aviating is an exciting but dangerous employment in 
the best of airships, and nowhere more so than in Scriptural 
interpretation. And when one goes doctrinally ballooning he 
needs a good, common sense sky pilot and a sound, dirigible 
imagination, so that he can alight when and where it may be 
expedient. If not, he may get lost in the mists and clouds of 
doubt cr be wrecked in an apocalyptic gale, or be carried 
away, like Professor Foster, beyond the “finality of religion,” 
away beyond the ordinary thought of man, into the ages to 
come when the ‘‘memory” of our ‘Lord has faded out of the 
minds of men” and even the Almighty has ceased to be even 
a landscape, but simply one vast expanse. 

The Biblical World a short time ago contained an article 
by one of the editcrs which declared the Scriptural eschato- 
logical teaching to he purely of a speculative and imagina- 
tive character and commended Dr. Terry’s “Biblical Dog- 
matics’ as urging the same interpretation. 

What effect has this figurative and pictorial representa- 
tion upon the people at large? Has it made them believe 
more firmly in the actualness of the truths in hand? 

People do not usually pay much attention to imaginative 
truths. Listen to Puck: 


“MODERN THEOLOGY.” 


.. ‘I don’t know what the churches are coming to,’ mused the 
cynic. ‘The devil has degenerated into a trade-mark for hémp 
rope canned under the name of ham, and into a third-rate actor 
in a cheap play. There isn’t enough of hell left to roast peanuts. 
The word ‘Christian’ is used to bolster up pseudo-science, and the 
name of the Deity is used chiefiy for purposes of emphasis. No, 
sir, I don’t know what we are coming to.” 
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Have we not come to a strange pass when the worldlings 
are mocking at our doctrinal tigments!!! 

3. . THE EvoLuTiIon HyrorHrsis.——What is called Darwin- 
ism, as we have seen, has effected almost a revolution not 
only as to cosmological ideas in general, but in religion in 
particular, among those theologians who want to be abreast 


of every philosophic and scientific as well as theological fad 
of the day. 


4. THE Spirit or THE Age.—The spirit of change is in 
the air of these times. Things seem to be in flux in every 
department of life, and ail the unstable are largely affected 
by these movements. 


5. CONFORMITY TO THE AGE.—The impression seems to 
prevail that we must accommodate ourselves and our doc- 
trinal statements to the thought and spirit of the times. 
To assure people nowadays that any new thought is gen- 
erally accepted by intelligent people seems to be all that 
is necessary to secure its endorsement and adoption. This 
has. contributed largely to the decadence and decomposition 
of Methodist theology. 

Spurgeon, referring to the “impudent arrogance” of those 
who discard “Christian doctrines as dogmas of the mediaeval 
period” and ask us to do the same, said: “We are told that 
the teaching of God’s ministers must be conformed to the 
spirit of the age. We shall have ngthing to do with such 
treason to truth.” How much we need leaders of that type 
and spirit at this juncture! 

The Rey. James Stalker has recently given us a book 
on “The Atonement,” and the publishers, Jennings & Gra- 
ham, quote from the author’s preface these words: “I en- 
deavor to harmonize the truth with the ideas and sympathies 
of the present time,’ and the Methodist Review declares it 
an “excellent book.” 'The old idea was that everything should 
conform to the truth as the wall to the plumbline, the 
cloth to the yardstick and the needle to the pole, but it 
seems to be the duty of the modern writer to conform the 
truth, even of the atonement, to the times—to the passing 
scientific fads and philosophic fancies of the modern mind— 
and adjust the Bible to human nature and not human nature 
to the Bible. 

To be a John the Baptist and not a reed shaken with the 
wind is difficult enough. But, as Chesterton says: “It is 
always easy to be a modernist; as easy as to be a snob.” 
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And how much it means! As Victor Hugo remarks: “What 
a source of fortune to have a reed for a spine. 
_ But should not an intelligent man have an “open mind?’ 
Chesterton’s answer is this: “An open mind is really a mark 
_ of foolishness, like an open mouth.” . : 

In CONCLUSION, we observe that you do not prove that 
any opinion or belief is well founded because you show that 
it generally prevails. If all Methodism should accept what 
is called “Modernism” and still claim to hold her place in 
the. orthodox ranks, that would not prove Modern Methodism 
or “Modernism” to be true or evangelical. Pelagianism, 
Arianism, Sabellianism, and Modern Rationalism, and Lib- 
eralism, and Higher Criticism are just as false in the year 
1909 as they ever were; no matter what they may pass for - 

or what name they may assume. Garlic is of the same na- 
ture that it always was, and you do not make it smell any 
the sweeter, to normal people, by calling it a rose or by in- 
ducing-others to think it has changed its-odor. 

6. Tue Heart or Unsetier—Some people claim that 
Higher Criticism lies at the root of all the heresies. of this 
day. Others hold that the roots of Higher Criticism lie in 
the heart of unbelief—the prolific source of all evil. - 

* 7, GrerMan INFLUENCE.—Our advanced ambitious students 
in pursuit of knowledge went to German universities, such 
as Heidelberg, Leipsic and Berlin, where they became per- 
meated with the scientific, philosophical and rationalistic 
principles of such men as Wellhausen, Harnack, Kant, 
Ritschl and others. When they came back they carried all. 
these principles with them, and began at once the propaga- 
tion of them im the educational institutions where they 
taught. Wesley went to Germany not to study at Leipsic, 
but to visit Herrnhuth that he might learn from the humble 
Moravians the way of life more perfectly, and thus prepare 
himself for the great revival that awaited his coming. But 

— e later Methodist visitors having been inoculated with 
what is called “modernism” are infecting our church through- 
out, and seem to be bringing on an epidemic of heresy. 

8. ScHoLtarsHip.—A true scholar no doubt belongs to 
the world’s best aristocracy, but he should not worship him- 
self or seek to organize scholars into a BIBLICAL OLIGARCHY 
as the tendency is to-day. ‘That portion of the Bible,’ says 
Dr. Briggs; ‘that they (scholars) decide is the word of God 
is inspired, the rest is not.” Sheldon having decided that 
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the canon is defective, and the Bible fallible, claims that 
“scholarship” (p. 119) in sugh matters “deserves much cred- 
ence.” And what is more common than for those like him 
who repudiate all authority of church and Bible to con- 
stantly appeal to scholars as authorities? ; 

But does history teach us that the scholars deserve 
more credence. than others in relation to pure religion? 
They are like other people, good and bad and indifferent. 
They were the leaders in Christ’s Crucifixion, mocked Paul 
at Athens and rejected the Christian religion at Rome, when 
slaves received it. They were the Gnosties of the first cen- 
turies, the convulsing controyersionalists of the third and 
fourth centuries, and the pedant Schcol- men of the middle 
agese They drove Wyclif and his Bible out of Oxford, 
Jaughed at his “Peasant Priests’ and burnt his bones after 
he was dead. They anathematized and contended with Luther, 
co-operated with the “Inquisition,” preached Atheism during 
the bloody days of the French Revolution, spread doubt 
‘through England and America and drove Wesley out of 
Oxford. They perpetuate the superstitions of the Greek 
Church, acknowledge the infallibility of the Pope, are chief 
supporters of Paganism in India and China, and of Paganism 
and Agnosticism in Japan. They have made the universities 
of Germany and Holland hot beds of heresy. They robbed 
Congregationalism of Harvard and Andover and threaten to 
make Congregationalism itself a captive of Unitarianism. 
They are now running the educational institutions of this 
country to suit themselves, irrespective of their charters, the 
wishes of the people or the precepts cf the Bible. 

Is it not the duty of our Methodist periodicals before they 
further denounce Harold Bolce’s revelation, as false, first to 
make an honest, intelligent investigation of the conditions, 
as they exist in our educational institutions? We are of 
the opinion, and we are not without knowledge regarding 
these matters, that his allegations in the main will never be 
successfully refuted or even denied by the parties interested. 

What the consummation of their work will be in our ~ 
own church is yet to be seen. We have many scholars whoa 
are men of mark, of whom any church might be proud, who 
are sound in doctrine and loyal to the church. 

There are others, not wanting in learning and skill, who 
are bringing into our once peaceful Zion disturbance and we 
fear disaster. 


9. EpUCATIONAL INrLUENCE.—The large influence which 
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the various educational institutions wield helps them to defy 
creeds and charters and criticism. A majority it is claimed 
of the members of Rock River Conference are graduates 
of Garrett Biblical Institute. The same thing is probably 
true regarding the New England Conferences and the theo- 
logical school of Boston University. Wesleyan University 
dominates largely the New York Conferences, as the Union 
Theological Seminary dominates New York Presbytery,- as 
is seen in the admission of young men admittedly heretical 
within a few weeks, as licentiates. 

It would seem to be made obligatory upon all graduates 
of our theological schools to stand by and defend their school 
and teachers rather than their church and its doctrines. 

10. ABSURD TOLERATION.—The preposterous claims and 
clamor for toleration, and the outcry against all who stand in 
defense of the old doctrinés have been so loud and continu- 
ous that hundreds have remained silent rather than be called 
“alarmists,” “heresy-hunters,” or ‘old fogies.” 

The call for toleration has rested largely on the repre- 
gentation of Wesley, as an enthusiast in that direction. Pro- 
fessor D. A. Hayes, of Garrett Biblical Institute, in “The 
New Age and Its Creed’* (pp. 62-67) seems greatly pleased 
with Wesley’s tolerant spirit and quotes him as saying: “O 
that all men would sit as loose to opinion as I do.” Our 
brother seems to forget that Wesley had always a clear dis- 
tinction in his mind between matters of “opinion” and doc- 
trine which he expresses (Notes, p. 119) thus: 

“Neither directly nor indirectly discourage or hinder any 

-man ‘because he followeth not us’ in opinions, modes of 
worship or ANYTHING .ELSE WHICH DOES NOT AFFECT TIE ES- 
SENCE OF RELIGION.” For what he believed. to be the funda- 
mental doctrines—“‘essence of religion”—he battled all his 
life; and when he grew weary in the fight against the 
Moravian, Antinomian and liberalistic heresies did he not 
call on such as Fletcher and Clark to draw their broad 
swords? He says (June 1, 1766, Journal): “My ground js 
_ the Bible. Yes, I am a Bipie Bicor. I follow it in all things, 
both great and small.” He was obviously one of those whom 
the Professor characterizes (p. 55) as ‘‘book-worms,”: “Bible- 
- worms,” worse than that—a “Bible bigot.’ 


A CATHOLIC Sprrir.— Wesley says (sermon, p. 353): “From 
hence we may learn first that a Catholic spirit is not specula 





*By President Welch, of Ohio Wesleyan University, i 
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tive latitudinarianism. It is not an indifference to all opin- 
ions: this is the spawn of hell. This unsettledness of thought, 
this being drawn to and fro and tossed about with every 
wind of doctrine is a great CURSE not a BLESSING. He (man 
of Catholic spirit) is fixed as the sun in his judgment con- 
cerning the main branches of Christian doctrine.’ Such 
was Wesley’s “CATHOLIC 'SPIRIT.” ; 

And if ever there was a man who hada true “Catholic 
spirit” Wesley was that man. But can you see any resem- 
-blance between what he was as a man of Catholic spirit and 
the namby-pamby theological mollycoddle the highest critics 
have been picturing him to be in their eulogistic addresses? 
One can easily imagine him, should he be permitted to re- 
visit the earth in future years, hovering over the church 
he founded, and gazing down into the deep where the swarm- 
ing “latitudinarian speculations,’ which “indifference to all 
opinions” is bringing forth to eat the heart out of the doc- 
trine and poison the life of his church, overwhelmed with 
sorrow as he beholds the multitude of conflicting heresies and 
the corruption they breed, and exclaiming as he used to 
preach, “unsettledness of thought, a curse and not a blessing!” 
“speculative latitudinarianism!’—‘indifference to opinions!” 
—“‘spawn of hell!”—spawn of hell!!—spawn of hell!!!” 

He was so intolerant to error in doctrine that the societies 
under his control in America were tied up to the doctrines 
contained in his works, and his Articles of Religion. And 
did he not see to it that a provision was inserted in “The 
Deed of Settlement,” which forbids anyone preaching in a 
Wesleyan Chapel in Great Britain any doctrine contrary to 
what is contained in his notes to the New Testament and 
his fifty-two sermons? “John Wesley,” Professor Hayes tells 
us (p. 63), “believed that he had founded and was leaving 
to the world the freest church theologically since Pentecost.” 
Notwithstanding, does not the Professor see that he himself 
could not preach in a Wesleyan Chapel the dcctrines he is 
supposed to teach without invalidating the title to the prop- 
erty of that chapel at the same time? 

All brave and loyal Methodists will stand to-day for 
what Wesley stood—for 


Freedom in matters of opinion and a bold defense of 
established doctrines. 


Not to do so would be to disobey the Word of God which 
exhorts us “to 
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for the faith which was once, for all, delivered unto the 
saints.” E : , 

11. ANarcHY IN MerHopism.—It seems to be assumed 
that Methodism has no power of self-control or any foree 
that makes for self-preservation, and that consequently her 
laws and regulations are to be more honored in their breach 
than in their observance; and that the purpose of her being 
is to be best served by accommodating her spirit to that of 
the age, and her manner of life to that of the world about her. 
In nothing is all this more manifest than in regard to doc- 
trine. Many seem to think that some of our doctrines are anti- 
quated and they treat them as old iron, and that others 
should be retained as to form but changed as to conténts 
and meaning. They seem to forget what the Master 
taught that new wine must be put into new bottles, that 
if put into old bottles it will burst the bottles. New content 
and new meaning put into old doctrines destroy the old doc- 
trines. When you change what the articles of religion or 
the other doctrines contain, you revoke, alter or change the 
doctrines. The strength of the Roman Catholic Church lies 
in the permanence of her fundamental doctrines, both as 
to form and matter. 

Bishop McDowell in a late issue of “The Circle,” writing 
respecting the disciplinary conference question on perfect 
love says: “The content of the questions and the meaning 
of the terms are not what they were when they were 
framed.” 

The editor of the Christian Witness in reply wants to 
know if. the “meaning” has been “changed.” 

“If so, who changed it? Who had the authority to do 
it?” These are pertinent, illuminating questions. 


We suggest that the content and meaning of our doc- 
trines, like that of civil laws, are not what men may now 
choose to consider them, but what the content and mean= 
ing were when the standards of doctrine were constitu. 
tionally established. 


What a blessing it would be if men like Sheldon who 
claims in his preface that he is not deterred from “freeing 
his mind,” or from giving hospitality to “new views,” or 
making a departure from the “traditional basis” of doctrine, 


ct a aaa 6 


would reffain from plunging our church into controversial 
strife and rancor and possible ruin by following the sugges: 
tions contained in the following extract taken from a Chicago 
letter by N. C. E. to Zion’s Herald, of July 14, 1909, which 
points the path of duty and honor to all who want to tread 
its peaceful way: 


“But it is also equally clear that men that live by a church 
and eat its bread should in honor uphold its standards and preach 
its doctrines, and when a minister’ can no longer do this his love 
for the cause and his sense of .high honor should prompt him to 
withdraw from the church rather than remain and disrupt it.” 


Few churches have a more efficient form of government, 
or a more safely guarded body of doctrines, but of what 
avail is all such when we fail to hold our leaders as well 
as the rank and file of the church to a loyal adherence to 
our order and discipline, and our fundamental doctrines? 

We ask you to read again Article X, Section 1, of our 
constitution: 


“The General Conference shall not revoke, alter nor change 
our Articles of Religion nor establish any new standards or rules 
of doctrines contrary to our present existing and established stand- 
ards of doctrine.” 


In view of this, is our book concern justified in pub- 
lishing or circulating or our Bishops as officers of the General 
Conference justified in incorporating in the Conference Course 
such books as Sheldon’s, and: Kirkpatrick’s, and Dods’, and 
Seths’, which alter and change, and will naturally lead<others 
to alter and change the Articles of Religion and to establish 
new standards or rules of doctrine? 

[t becomes the duty of the Bishops to prescribe the Con- 
ference Courses of Study, but these men are not fountains 
of doctrine, or law, though highly esteemed, but are them- 
selves according to Paragraph 229 of the Discipline amenable 
to the church should they disseminate erroneous doctrines 
officially or otherwise. 

That the present ccurse of study prescribed by them pre- 
cipitates a very serious situation no one can deny. The 
Peninsula Methodist of June 19, 1909, referring to this mat- 
ter, says that “not a candidate examined, under this Course 
of Study, can hold valid membership in any Conference nor a 
legal title to any pastorate in Methodism. More than that, if 
any one challenges the passage of character and the advance- 
ment to order or membership the candidate cannot be ad- 
mitted.” 

It may not be out of place in this connection to insert the 
following: “A Bishop may not submit to the vote of an an- 
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nual Conference the question of obedience to a law of the 
church. (General Conf. Journal, 1884, 376). 

The charter of Garrett Biblical Institute contains the fol- 
lowing provision, viz: a 

(Laws 1855, p. 513: “The doctrine taught in. said insti- 
tution shall conform to and be in harmony with the doctrines held 


and maintained by the Methodist Episcopal Church as embraced 
in her articles of religion.” 


It is to be assumed that our other theological seminaries 
have a similar provision in their charters; if so, do they not 
imperil their very existence when they teach higher criticism 
in violation of the V and VI Arteles of Religion and our 
present established standards of doctrine or other teachings 
not in harmony with those held and maintained by our 
church? 

The force of this question is especially seen when one 
reads on page 151 what the author, Sheldon, thinks of such 
restrictive rules. 

He says: “Jo impose as matter of belief what is not 
demanded by the educated reason of the Christian community 
is a species of tyranny and usurpation.” ; 


THE COSMICAL—LIBERALISTIC THEOLOGY. 


That we may have a wider view, let us inquire into the 
nature of what is supposed to be the new common theology, 
for the aim seems to be to manufacture a new theology as. 
men are trying to fashion mechanically a new universal lan- 
guage. 

One periodical calls it the “Comical Theology.” 

A few years ago Dr. G. A. Gordon, of Boston, a higher 
critic, headed a. chapter in his book with “The Quest for a 
Theology.” 

Dr. Campbell, of London, thinks he has found such, but 
many people think, with Principal Fairbairn, that his -dis- 
covery is “unphilosophical, untheological and ignorantly au- 
dacious.” ‘ 

That prominent Unitarian, ex-President Hliot, is very 
hopeful. Within a few days he has told us: “The program 
of the twentieth century (not God) will bring about what 
I call the (New Theology? No, something better) the new 
religion.” A “twentieth century” “new religion” ought to be 


an 71 


extra good; better than Mormonism. That was only a nine- 
teenth century product. 

This, the latest phase of the New Theology, does not seem 
to commend itself to people very generally. The Globe and 
Commercial Advertiser says: “It cannot be called a religion. 
The New York Times calls it President Eliot’s “Pragmatic 
Pantheism.” Dr. Gilbert, editor of our Western Christian 
Advocate, however, seems to be prepared to accept most of it, 
and iff not fully a new convert is at least under conviction. 
In an editorial of July 29, 1909, among other things, he 
said: 

(1) “We shall all agree—with the exception of Roman Cath- 


olics—with Dr. Elict’s statement that the new religion will not 
be based upon authority, either spiritual or temporal.” 


(2) “We follow him, also, when he says that God must not 
be conceived as a large and glorified man or king. He must be 
thought of as Spirit, transcendent and immanent—One in whom 
‘we live and move and have our being,’ humane, tender, fatherly, 
approachable without intermediaries.” ; 


(3) “We hold, too, with Dr. Eliot that the faith of the future 
will hold present tendencies—a return to Christ's definite teach- 
ing—and that the salvation-of the individual will not be its ulti- 
mate concern, but rather the common good, a corporate salyation, 
the redempion of the world, the bringing in of the kingdom of 
God. Individuals are accessories—they are saved only to -serve.’” 


It would appear from the foregoing and other things he 
says that he agrees with Eliot in that there is nothing per- 
manent in religion, now or hereafter; that religion is not to be 
based on the authority of the Bible or God: that the man 
Christ Jesus, the ons mediator between God and men, is to 
be laid aside as an intermediary; that the faith of the fu- 
ture is to follcw present tendencies (which are all towards 
liberalism and chaos) and that the great concern of men.will 
not be to save individual souls, but to build up a vast sal- 
vation merger—a salvation corporation—we suppose without 
souls, as corporations are said not to have souls. He finds 
something in Hliot’s New Religion that he does not under- 
stand and some points of variation which orthodox theolog- 
ians will detect. ‘But,’ he says as he closes, “the main 
scheme of this (Hliot’s) outline is broad, noble and uplifting.” 

Dr. Parkhurst, who is himself of liberal turn of mind, 
writing in the Zion’s Herald of Dr. Eliot, says: “He is er- 
ratic, wholly unsound and hetrodox in his views.” And. of 
his New Religion he says: “It has no seat of authority, no 
redeeming power, no pardon or restraint for sin, passion or 
animalism, no consolation here, and no heaven hereafter.” 

Yet Brother Gilbert finds himself “in hearty accord with 
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Dr. Eliot” in many points and thinks that his “outline is 
broad, noble and uplifting’!!! 

It ought not to be difficult to determine which way he and 
the patrons of the “Western” he can influence are drifting. 
And it is safe to assume that the most serious question is 
not regarding the anchor, the compass or chart, but how near 
are they to the breakers? 

The Northwestern Christian Advocate of Dec. 30, 1908, 
contained an editorial on “Revivals and Modern Thought,” 
which, though somewhat vague and hazy, was calculated to 
make us hopeful that a new theological day was really dawn- 
ing—especially as we were assured that this new advanced 
theological. thought that was taking shape was revivalistic 
in spirit and wonderfully akin to that of Wesley. 

Professor Hayes* is enthusiastic over higher criticism and 
what it produces—which he calls the “New Biblical Learn- 
ing.’ He seems to see in the movement all the light and 
energy that amazed the citizens and shook the city of Jeru- 
salem on the day of Pentecost. He seems to think he sees 
tongues as of fire sitting on each of his fellow critics. He 
says (p. 67):* “We claim for it, the ‘New Biblical Learn- 
ing, that it is not only a revival of original Protestantism, 
but also a revival of the original spirit of Pentecost.’ ” 

Well! Well! That is most assuring—but why does this 
wonderful Pentecostal revival go unreported? 

Why does not Professor Bowne, or Sheldon, give us a 
faithful and full account of the great revival that began in 
Boston University and flamed out into all the churches of 
that city, and stirred up all New England—doubling the 
membership in a year? Why does not some one tell us of 
this wonderful movement in Evanston? About the glowing 
prayer meetings, the rapturous love feasts, the shouts of the 
new converts who crewd the altars of the churches even at 
an evening service? Some one should tell of how the Pen- 
tecostal power fell on Harvard and Andover, Yale and Cor- 
nell, and Syracuse and Chicago Universities, the central 
seats of higher criticism. How such reports would warm all 
our hearts and change the carping pessimists into glowing 
optimists! 

But such reports do not come. We hear of a falling off 
of membership within the New England conference year af- 
ter year, and the report comes from all over the Republic 





*“The New Age and Its Creed,” published by our Book Con- 
cern. 
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of the évet-increasing number of “Barren Ohurches.” 
Churches without a single convert in years!!! 

“From 1893 to 1905 the number ‘of ‘Barren Churches’ in 
our communion doubled.’ That is about what we would 
expect as the revival results of the New God-dishonoring 
Biblical Learning. Dead churches were once an anomaly in 
Methodism. 

We would be thankful for a ‘eue revival, even if the 
“New Biblical Learning” brought it. A revival is what we 
need; but we must confess that what we have learned of the 
“New Biblical Learning,’ and the new theological thought 
has impressed us with the conviction that it is more like. 
a Revival Fire Damp than a Revival Flame. 

Dr. C. E. Jefferson, in the same book: “The New Age 
and Its Creeds,” seems to have a very low estimate of the 
Old Theology. 

“The Old Theology,’ he says, “was not genuine.’ He 
seems to have found what to his mind is immensely better, 
the best thing in the “New Age,” the “New Theology.” He 
asknowledges that as yet it is ‘all disjointed and scattered 
and unrelated—a hodge-podge’—but ‘he is sure the “out- 
come” of this “hodge-podge” will tbe “something glorious.” 
Referring to this new thing, he adds: “It is a great thing 
that theology has at last become HUMBLE.” What an im- 
pressive spectacle! The New Theology on its knees in the 
habilaments of humility!! But wait, he changes the picture. 
He says (p. 108): “And just as Jesus made theology new 
in His day by shifting the emphasis, so is scholarship to-day 
making theology.” Now the New Theology is standing on its 
feet, and scholarship has-a halo of glory on its brow. Really 
the “New Theology” Christ gave us, which supplanted He- 
brewism, cost Him His death on the cross, but the New 
Theology, it seems, which supplants what Christ gave—the 
new ‘‘Scholarship” bestows, by the “shifting of an empha- 
sis,” and that is a much easier method and more agreeable to 
the spirit of our age than crucifixion. 

Tur New TuHerotocy, By a Cutcaco Mrrnopist PASToR— 


An article which came out some months ago in a local 
Chicago Methodist Advocate by a Chicago Methodist pastor, 
entitled ‘The New Theology,’ impressed us as an honest 
outline of the emerging new creed which is to be the con- 
sensus of the religious opinions of leading thinkers. 

It might pass with-some modifications as a fair repre- 
sentation on many lines of the book we have referred to— 
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Sheldon’s “System of Christian Doctrine’—such a theology 
. as one would suppose would be deduced from the higher 
crities’ Bible, and fit in with the evolution theory. It is 
largely founded on the teachings of Ritschl, whose agnostic 
tendencies led him to look upon God as unknowable except 
as we study Him through Jesus Christ, who is to be regard- 
ed simply as the “religious value of God” to us. 

This and the idealism of Swedenborg, the sentimentalism 
of Schliermacher and the Harnackian views of Jesus Christ 
as purely human, together with elements common to the lib- 
eral bodies in England and America, seem to be woven in to- 

- gether to a greater or less degree. Notwithstanding all its 
evangelical pretension, it is rationalistic to the backbone. 

He starts out with the statement that truth never changes, 
but he immediately shows that he imagines that “truth 
has a ed of wax which can be shaped to suit the face 
of any age.” 

He contrasts the new theology with the old, Suit like 
all of the new school, he ignores the fact that there have 
been and are two distinct and widely different bodies of 
theology—THE “HEXVANGELICAL” and the “‘LIBERALISTIC.” 

Among other things he says: “The old was largely meta- 
physical and supermundane; the new is more practical and 
“humane.” 

You observe he says: “The old was; the new is.” Does 
he think the old is dead and buried and that the new has 
entered upon its inheritance? 

It may be that the old has been too metaphysical, as 
he intimates, but could it be too supermundane? Did not 
its founder say: “My kingdom is not of this world?” And 
Christian doctrine is not earth-born. It is a Revelation. 

How is the new more practical, or humane? 

(2) “The old was based on Paul; the new on Christ; or. 
more accurately the old was founded on Romans; _ the new 
is rooted in the gospels.” 

If that is a valid claim, the old should perish and the 
new should flourish. 

But it is a false claim. The evangelical theology is not 
and never was based on Paul, but on Christ, and is “rooted” 
in the Gospels. 

Paul’s representation of Christ and His Gospel was in 
essential harmony with the teachings of His Master; and 
decisive documentary testimony is not wanting to show that 
it was in essential harmony with that of the other witness- 
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ing followers of Christ. And that representation is the mod- 
‘ern evangelical conception of the Gospel. 

On the other hand, the new theology, as we understand 
it, is not rooted in any true Gospel, but is an aggregation of 
old liberalistic views made to fit in with the evolution hy- 
pothesis and the idealized, mutilated and emasculated higher 
critics’ Bible. 

(3) “The old exalted the Deity of Christ, His pre-exist- 
ence, virgin birth and equality with the Father; the new 
dwells on His sinless, perfect humanity.” 

Why dwell on Christ’s humanity? Who questions that? 
If He was anything, He was human. That is old. 

THE GREAT QUESTION OF ALL THE CENTURIES during and 
Since His day has been His Deity, which our new theologians 
would ignore or deny. It is their latent, or manifest> oppo- 
sition to this that leads them to indulge in their Kenotic 
refinements, their logic-choppings regarding the Trinity and 
their idealizing of Scriptural teachings. Although “THH 
STORM HAS MOVED ROUND THE WHOLE HORIZON,” as 
Dale said, “IT IS RAPIDLY CONCENTRATING ITS 
STRENGTH AND FURY ABOVE ONE SACRED HEAD.” 
No wonder that the old evangelical theology exalts THE DEH- 
ITY OF CHRIST; it is the GREAT, SATISFYING AND VI- 
TALIZING TRUTH OF CHRISTIANITY. “It is the Bible 
essence of Christianity.” And without it there is no real 
Christianity, but a BAPTIZED PAGANISM. 

Evangelical theology would not be in harmony with heay- 
_en’s theology if it did not teach the Deity of Christ. 

“FOR “THEY SING THE SONG OF THELAMB * * * 
SAYING GREAT AND MARVELOUS ARE THY WORKS, 
O LORD GOD THE ALMIGHTY, RIGHTEOUS AND TRUE 
ARE THY WAYS, THOU KING OF THE AGBES.” 

(4) “One magnifies Christ’s miracles and His death; 
the other His ethics and life.” 

Yes, the new theology magnifies His ethics after a man- 
ner, but that is old. We have Thomas Jefferson’s “Life and 
Morals of Jesus” cut out from the Gospels—a book of 160 
pages printed by Congress. Like all liberalists the new theo- 
logians “magnify” Christ’s ethics as objects for admiration 
but not as authoritative moral teachings, as all externa! 
authority is repudiated—each man being a law to himself. 

Of course, the evangelical theologians magnify Christ’s mi 
racles. Why not? He was a miracle Himself, and what He 
was naturally manifested itself in what He did, and His mes 
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sages would have had little or no weight with the people but 
for His miracles. He appealed to them Himself as a proof 
of His Messiahship in the message He sent to John the 
Baptist. 

The evangelical creed, of course, magnifies the death of 
Christ. Didn’t He taste death for every man? Are we not 
reconciled by His death? There is no other ground for hope 
of eternal life. 

(5) “Adam’s fall is the corner-stone of the one; the as- 
cent of man, human progress, that of the other.” 

Well we know now what the new theology is built on— 
the chief corner-stone is “the ascent of man.” Well, that is 
old; that was Theodore Parker’s gospel threescore years ago. 
Professor Bowne said since of man: “His life is rooted in 
the animal out of which we only slowly emerge.” 

This is an evolution idea. It ignores the fall of man, 
which the Scriptures establish. 

But is the fall the corrpr-stone of our theology? 
In no sense. Yhe doctrine of God is the corner-stone. 

(6) “The old emphasized the distance between God and 
man; the new glories of their kinship.” Where did the 
writer learn that the old emphasized the distance between 
God:and man? It never did. It teaches that we live and 
move in God, and that He dwells in the believer; and all 
that the new theology expresses by Divine immanence the 
old expresses by the word Omnipresence, leaving out the pan- 
theism of the former. Some are wondering now who will ex- 
plain, when Abbott dies, the difference between Divine Imma- 
nence and Pantheism. i 

(7) “The old insisted that we can only become sons of 
God by adoption; the new affirms that we are children of 
God by nature.” “Hvery man,” he adds further on, “is * * * 
a son of God. Salvation is realized sonship.” 

That is old; very old. Didn’t the brother know when he 
called that new that the Universal Fatherhood of God was 
made in 1803 the chief corner-stone of the Universalists’ 
Winchester Confession of Faith? And that it is still their 
eardinal doctrine, and has been a cardinal doctrine with the 
Unitarians from the first? Mrs. Eddy teaches the same 
thing. So did the Mormons. Sheldon accepts it (om p. 452). 
Professor Bowne accepts it. Tom Paine taught it. 

But in what sense are we by nature children of God? In. 
Mrs. Kddy’s view we are children in a pantheistic sense. It 
may be, by the new theological view, we are children in a 
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polytheistic sense, children by nature being of the same sub- 
stance or constitution as their parents. If so, we are little: 
Gods, and God is but an enlarged man. What a glorious dis- 
covery! If there is anything that will take the conceit out 
of us it is a belief in original sin and total depravity. And 
if there is anything that will inflate us with insane pride 
it is the idea that we are of “the nature of God.” Is not 
the thought blasphemous? 

It is strange how men who change the natural literal 
interpretation of whole books of the Bible into what is figu- 
rative or ideal will, when it suits their purpose, take one 
or two evidently figurative passages and make them go on 
all fours as literal teaching: 

Nothing can be more obvious than that the Scriptures use 
the term Fatherhood as a simile. God is our Father, as 
He is our Shepherd, or King, and when we are converted and ~ 
adopted into His family we receive the privileges of children 
and become heirs, but have not His essential nature. .The 
adopted child does not receive the nature of the adopting 
parent. 

But when we are told that salvation is realized sonship 
we are again surprised. The old way of salvation was re- 
pentance and faith. Now the inquirer is to be told to real- 
ize his sonship. He may say, “I am wicked—bad in every 
way.” If so, then you are to say, realize your sonship. And 
if he insists that he is a child of the devil you must still, I 
suppose say, realize your sonship. 

(8) “The old feared the devil; the new only human 
passion, selfishness and ignorance.” 

Do we make a mistake when we fear him who struggled 
with our Lord for forty days in the wilderness for His down- 
tall? and who goeth aboutas a roaring lion seeking whom he 
may devour. We are glad the old had sense enough to fear the 
devil. We would be more hopeful of the new if the petition 
the Master taught were more earnestly prayed, “deliver us 
from the evil one.” 

(9) “The old called this life ‘a vale of tears;’ the new 
says: ‘Seek ye first the Kingdom of God on this earth.’” 

Well, the old found this to be a vale of tears, but it 
learned to sing with gladness and reached notes of joy and 
triumph that the new seems to fail to reach. If the new 
theology finds the earth to be so joyful why does it continue 
to sing the old songs? Why does it not produce a hymn 
book of its own or some one hymn? Some “Jesus, Lover of 
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My Soul,’ or “A Mighty Fortress Is Our God,” or a “Glory 
Song,” or a spiritual “Marsellaise,’ and if not a hymn book 
or a hymn, why not some one verse of merit? 

~ But the new cry is: “Seek ye the Kingdom of God on 
the earth.” 

Who administers this kingdom on the earth? THe Hoy 
Guost? He is not mentioned. It is to be supposed that 
divine energy universally diffused takes the place of the 
divine personal Spirit, the third Person in the Trinity. 

But the kingdom is cabined and confined “on the earth;” 
a very small portion certainly of God’s universal vast do- 
main. What about the beyond? Anything? Not much to 
speak of. There is no such place as heaven or hell—no judg- 
ment day, no resurrection of the dead. So both hope of re- 
ward or fear of punishment, among the strongest of motives, 
cease to influence. This was not Christ’s cry. Why try to 
amend His by adding ‘‘on the earth?” 

It is a socialistic kingdom. It is a kingdom not so much 
of individual men as cf mankind; an organization of humani- 
ty where the divine inspiration is not for the individual, but 
the community; the call is for consolidation. The ery is: 
Unite, eliminate differences, compromise disagreements, sac- 
rifice the truth if necessary, but form a merger. And every- 
thing is moving that way—commercially, politically and 
churchly—toward socialism for mundane purposes alone. 
Judging from the many books on social questions -provided 
for in the conference courses, the young preachers are being 
prepared for its inauguration. 

The natural outcome of all this will be ex-President 
Eliot’s “New Religion” as the accepted liberalists’ church, 
composed of Unitarians, Universalists and all the new theolo- 
gists, whether Methodist, Baptist, Congregational or others 
_ united in one cosmical body for mundane purposes alone. 

It is very evident that the writer is prepared to receive 
the new theology with a very hospitable spirit, for he says 
as he closes: 

_ “Many who have become dissatisfied with the old will glad- 
ly welcome the new. Some of its tenets are so greatly needed 
and so true that they can never die. And even if the new 
theology fails to emphasize some things which are very pre- 
cious to us, we should nevertheless all rejoice in its earnest, 
positive and stirring message, and gladly heed its high ethi- 
cal and social implications.” So, you see, he is more than 
pleased, and wants everybody to rejoice with him. He has 
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no regrets for what is passing away. He reminds us of the 
‘witness who, when asked if his house had been totally burned 
down, cheerfully answered: “Oh, no; we have the cellar 
left.” That witness was probably well insured and had a new 
and better home in view; but these new theologians have 
nothing left—not even the foundation. They have left facts 
for fancies and have a theology that, like Mahomet’s coffin, 
floats between earth and heaven. Such fantastic theological 
“hodge-podge” is not confined to Campbell's London pulpit, or 
Professor Foster’s Divinity Chair, or ex-President Eliot’s 
“New Religion,’ but is floating chaotically in the brain of 
callow youth everywhere, but especially of such as are con- 
nected with or are in the vicinity of our theological schools 
and colleges. 


Vv 


WATCHMAN, WHAT OF THE NIGHT? 


Evidently the Rationalistic propagandists think that as 
prophets, reformers and scholars they are called to a great 
mission, not only to tear down and then reconstruct the Bi- 
ble, freeing us from all traditional and superstitious views 
of the Scriptures, but to broaden the life of our church, to 
lower our moral standards and revolutionize our religious 
views and doctrines, giving us a new theology as well as a 
new Bible. 

Seemingly they wish to do what the Gnostics and the 
Schoolmen sought to accomplish—to fuse faith. and science, 
religion and philosophy, as well as critical learning and the 
Scriptures, by giving to the enemies of religion nearly all 
they ask. As philosophers they largely ignore the super- 
natural, trace conscience to a natural origin, subject religious 
feeling ito psychological analysis and revelation to the tri- 
bunal of the reason, and claim that ethical ideas are evolved 
and can have no permanent standard, and that the New 
Birth is not a distinct work of the Holy Spirit nor a re- 
ligious crisis, but an educational process—a development, or 
growth. 5 

That the Rationalistic-Liberalistic leaven has been very 
active among us no one will deny, changing men’s concep- 
tions of the Bible and almost all of our doctrines. It was 


, hever more active than now. 
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More than four decades ago, a Unitarian clergyman, the 
American editor of the Essays and Reviews, expressed the 
hope that the “spirit of Rationalistic Criticism then leaven- 
ing the Church of England might find abundant entrance 
into all the churches of our land.” Bishop Hurst about the 
same time, after reading the signs of the times, said: “Three 
decades may be sufficient to so change the whole aspect of 
our religious life that the church may become thoroughly 
Rationalistic, her sanctums frequented, and her posts of 
honor occupied by the worshipers of Reason.” How far the 
hope of the Unitarian or the dread of the Methodist has been 
realized is worthy of careful consideration. 


Three things may be safely said: 

(1) That the liberalists perceive the changes that are oc- 
curring in men’s minds through Rationalistic criticism and 
-its new doctrines; and that the drift is toward themselves. 

John Fiske, a Unitarian, says (pp. 145-6): 


“Attacks upon doctrines haye multiplied, and rituais, creeds 
and Scriptures are overhauled, and criticised, until a young gener- 
ation grows up knowing nothing of the sturdy faith of its grand- 
fathers save by hearsay.” 


Dr. Sunderland, in “What Do Unitarians Believe?’ (p. 14) 
made this claim: 


- “Unitarian views are spreading in every direction—among the 
educated and thinking classes, among the common people, into 
the orthodox bodies. Dean Stanley, shortly before he died, ex- 
pressed the conviction that the Liberal Theology will be the pre- 
vailing theology of the twentieth or the twenty-first century.” 


Dr. Crooker, in a booklet, ‘The Unitarian Church” (p: 32), 
after pointing out the astonishing, rapid progress during the 
last few yeas of Unitarian views among the so-called evan- 
gelical churches, says: 
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“What was once damnable heresy now walks abroad 
as most respectable orthodoxy.” 


Dr, Crooker is mistaken. What he calls Damnable Her- 
esy does not watk. It riprs in its ecclesiastical automo- 
bile, as did Ahab in his chariot, and when it overhauls some 
modern orthodox Elijah trudging along the dusty highway 
on foot, it imagines it can see the moss growing on his bare, 
bent, Biblical back, and if it does not run over to crush him, 
it cries out to him in the spirit of a true Ras Hunter,” 
“Art thou he that troubleth Israel?” 

(2) That the jliberalistic denominations have Rhee 
ceased to produce critical or theological literature, as such 
is not needed, they say, because our Book Concern, as well 
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as other orthodox denominational publishing houses, are fur- 
nishing all the rationalistic books necessary. 

(3) That they recognize a large number of our people— 
scholars and ministers included—as after their faith, if not 
their order. 

For instance, Professor William James, of Harvard, a 
Unitarian, says: 

“See how the ancient spirit of Methodism evaporates un- 
der those wonderfully able rationalistic booklets of a philoso- 
pher like Professor Bowne.” 

A Universalist periodical the other day made a complaint 
because there were so many Universalist ministers in the or- 
thodox pulpits.. It suggested that a minister might be under 
as much obligation to label his liberalistic doctrine as a gro- 
cer under the Pure Food Law to label his oleomargarine. 

But some may question the ability of liberalists to judge 
accurately in this matter. Why not? 

Aldrich, the poet, one day found his dog chewing up some 
poetry he had recently composed, and writing to a friend, 
he said: “How did that dog know that my verses were dog- 
gerel?” 

The dog knew what was common to himself. Why, even 
a cat can recognize what is inside of a sealed envelope if it 
only contains cat-nip. And we are all never more sure of 
our knowledge of things than of those which are similar to 
such as belong to ourselves. 


TWILIGHT oR MipxicgHTtT IN MrtHopism?—It would be 
of much interest if the Church could know generally how 
much of all this applies to ourselves. A great deal of inter- 
est has been manifested, of late, by our official and unoffi- 
cial church periodicals in the thelogical conditions and hap- 
penings of kindred bodies, such as the Andover trouble and 
the Baptist vs. Foster imbroglio much more than in that otf 
their own. 

An editorial in a late issue of the Christian Advocate, un- 
der the heading, “A Dangerous Leaven in Congregational- 
ism,’ after some explanatory words, ran thus: 

“Accordingly in 1882 The Christian Advocate published 
an editorial with the above title. A few years before that 
it was proposed to reunite Unitarianism and Congregational- 
ism. At the time referred to something; was being done to 
narrow the distance between the two, as well as to approach 
the Universalist. confines. The Andover controversy fur- 

nished strong evidence of the drifting of Congregationalism, 
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especially, at that time, New England Congregationalism. 
The Congregationalist drew the outer boundary line of Evan- 
gelical Christianity as follows: 


‘A theory of Inspiration which exhausts its force in the state- 
ment that the Bible contains a revelation from God (without itself 
being one), a theory of the Atonement which denies its sacrificial, 
in order to assert itS purely moral, quality and influence, and a 
theory of the Future Life which holds out to the sinner in some 
form a hope of probation beyond death, are not Evangelical 
Theories. They are essentially Unitarian and Universalist.’ 


The closing paragraph of our editorial pointed out that 
the line drawn by the Congregationalist between Evangeli- 
cal Christianity and Unitarianism and Universalism is a line 
drawn through, and not around, Congregationalism itself. 
This discussion occasioned considerable controversy; but Dr. 
Henry M. Dexter, then editor of the Congregationalist, admit- 
‘ted that we had much ground for the allegation.” 

If we had the ear of that able editor, we would like to 
ask him if he were, after a careful investigation of facts, 
learned through foes as well as friends of present 
conditions, to draw that same line with respect to ihe Metho- 
dist-Episcopal Church, would he draw it around or through 
Methodism? That question may be a new question to some, 
but no question could be more opportune at the present mo- 
ment. Of course, the writings and facts to which we have 
called attention, or similar ones, should be considered, in 
drawing that enclosing or dividing line. We think he would 
draw a line through and not around. 

And “a dangerous leaven” is just as dangerous and deadly 
in Methodist as in Congregational meal, and more so, for 
there is more if not better meal to spoil. Don’t you think so, 
Doctor? 

STATEMENTS AS TO THE METHODIST SITUATION.—We now 
make a few statements which have a direct bearing on the 
subject, and are, we think, within the bounds of fair repre- 
sentation, namely: 

(1) That many of our prominent ministers, especially 
our educators, entertain, teach or preach, and, in not a few 
instances publish, doctrines subversive of our fundamental 
doctrines. 

'(2) That many of our denominational schools and col- 
leges, which were founded to impart a Christian education, 
are teaching our youth, in common with the secular schools 
and colleges, the science and philosophy of the day in such 
a materialistic, or unchristian manner; and allow them such 
license in respect to sinful amusements and other matters, 
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_ that when they graduate they are no more in sympathy with 
the spirit and practice of our church than if they had passed 
through a state, or a professedly liberalistic university. 

(3) That the professors in these institutions claim that 
most, if not all, of the scholars of the church agree or sym- 
pathize with them in their Wellhausen higher critical views, 
as well as their other erroneous teachings. 

(4) That the moulding of the coming generation of Meth- 
odists, through the Sunday School, and especially that of our 
ministry, through our colleges, the theological schools and 
the Conference Course of Study, is now largely, if not alto- 
gether, in the interest of the new liberalistic teachings, criti- 
eal and doctrinal. 

(5) That the publication and circulation of Wellhausen 
higher critical and other erroneous theological literature is 
carried on as freely, if not more so, than that of a truly Meth- 
odistic character is beyond dispute. : 

(6) That our official church press is closed to all free 
discussion of critical and doctrinal questions, except as it 
may be used to exploit new views, or defend, or indorse those 
whose soundness as to the Bible and doctrine may be called 
in question. 

(7) That not only do men, like Professor Sheldon, wid 
hold positions of honor and trust under the control of the 
church, teach or publish erroneous doctrines, admit that 
they do so, but claim they have a right to do so accord- 
ing to their own sweet will; and that those who have author- 
ity over them seem to be willing to have them act as 
they do. 

On the other hand, it may be said as follows: 

(1) That the rank and file of the lay membership are 
unaffected as yet by the new theology. They do not under- 
stand and have little or no interest in theological or higher 
critical questions which agitate the minds of the ministry, 
as the theological students are instructed not, for the present, 
to preach’their,real Biblical views. Nor do they have an in- 
telligent idea of the nature of the instruction, or the spirit- 
ual or moral influences their children are placed under in our 
educational centers. 

(2) That it looks now as if the rescue of the Church 
must come through the conservative laity as well as the con-. 
servative and loyal ministry. 

The laity has all along been a helpful, conservative ele- 
‘ment in the General Conference. 


84 - 


If the membership of the church now understood the sit- 
uation, matters would not remain as they are. | 

(3). That the majority of the ministry are still loyal 
to the established doctrines in their beliefs, though some of 
them pin their badges of orthodoxy on the inside instead 
of the outside of their theological coats. (Many on both 
sides of the fence are supposed to live up to the motto: 
“Think before you speak, and then talk to yourself.’’) 

(4) ‘That there are outside of our educational institu- 
tions, though our critical friends claim all the scholars in 
sight, many times more than enough scholars with qualifica- 
tions equal to that of those who hold their positions in them 
who are sound in the faith, to fill all the professorships were 
they all to be emptied at once. 

(5) That beyond all doubt there are ten times more than 
enough intelligent men and women who love and hold to the 
Bible and our historic doctrines to save the Church from its 
impending doom if they were only active and united as the 
disseminators of erroneous doctrines are. 

(6) That it is only fair to state that notwithstanding 
the objectionable character of many of the new books which 
eonstitute the present Conference Courses of Study, not a few 
of our Bishops are known to be strictly loyal to the historic 
and constitutional doctrines of our Church, but remain silent, 
we suppose, on account of the peculiar unit rule which some 
claim should govern the actions of their Board: 


WELLHAUSENISM ON THE WANE?—We suppose that some 
will view the situation differently. Dr. Kelley, in the Meth- 
odist Review of July-August, has for a heading—‘“Wellhausen- 
ism on the Wane.” He seems to prove his point—so far as 
Europe is concerned. But is Wellhausenism waning in Amer- 
ican Methodism? Many think it is becoming more aggressive 
each day. The fact that Professor Mitchell was forced to cease 
teaching in the theological school of Boston University a iew 
years ago by our Episcopal authorities, and that now within 
five years of that time Professor Sheldon, who accepts Well- 
hausenism as fully as Mitchell does, and in addition is Method- 
istically unsound as to almost if not all her fundamental doc- 
trines, has been installed as the Biblical and doctrinal stand- 
ard-bearer for all our church by our Episcopal authorities— 
that fact and the fact that Wellhausenism is taught aggressive- 
ly in Boston, Evanston, and now Drew theological schools, to 
say nothing of the universities, do not, we confess, lead us to 
think that Wellhausenism is waning in the Methodist Church, 
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much as we might. desire thesame. The forces opposed to his- 
toric Evangelical Methcdism are now within her own ranks; 
they carry her flag and wear her uniform. The time was when 
those not in sympathy with her spirit, and who opposed her 
doctrines, stood outside of her fortresses. Now they stand 
within. They are well armed, stragetically placed, and skill- 
fully handled. They were never more active than now. 
About five years ago in our book, “The Higher ‘Critics’ Bible, 
or God’s Bible,’ we said: “Many of the critics themselves 
are free to say that ten more years of work like that accom- 
plished during the past decade would complete their task” 
(or leavening the churches). The success that has attended 
their efforts in our Church during the five years is certainly 
more than the most of us could have thought possible. 

Our VIEW CORROBORATED OR CONCEDED.—Such statements 
are sometimes denied, but if they are not worthy of credence, 
what meaning can be. given to the facts we have presented 
and to the boastings of the progress made that are freely cir- 
culated, like the following report made to the secular press 
from Cincinnati, O., seme time ago: 


“Dr. Borden P. Bowne, professor of theology at the Methodist 
Theological Seminary at Boston, declared to a company: of 200 
ministers at the Methodist Book Concern this morning that the 
orthodoxy of fifty years-ago has about broken up and vanished, 
He said that creeds and doctrines and- interpretations are going 
through an evolution toward advanced truth. It behooves the 
church, said Dr. Bowne, to keep its head clear and cool, for ‘if 
the millennium should come in over night a great many of those 
having» vested rights would not just know where to locate them- 
selves.’ ”’ 

It is evident that Professor Bowne viewed the situation 
with much satisfaction. Some are wondering whose ‘‘vested 
rights” he is tryiug to pre-empt. 

The Rev. Dr. G. W. King, also of Boston, pastor of the 
People’s Temple (Methodist) notices the doctrinal changes 
that are going on with feelings, however, of sadness rather 
than exultation. He says in a communication to the editor 
of the Zion’s Herald: : 

“You are entirely right in your view of Dr. Gordon’s celebration 
and the Unitarian drift of Congregationalism. The unholy leaven 
is in Methodisn also, and in other denominations. This is the 
secret of the decline of the churches. The last twenty-five. years 
have been full of agnosticism—scientific agnosticism. | Biblical 
agnosticism, moral and spiritual agnosticism.” ’ 

We asked a liberal-minded Bishop some time ago: ‘How 
long will it take our theological schools, in case they con- 
tinue to teach higher criticism, to change the doctrine 


of our church?’ He answered: ‘Not long.” We asked an- 
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Other Bishop about the same time: “Why do you not take 
a stand with others holding as you do to Methodist doc- 
trine?” His reply was: ‘Because I am afraid of splitting the 
church in two.” Many others, for a similar reason, have 
kept silent. But that fear does not deter the new theologians 
from pursuing their course. While men slept the “enemy 
came and sowed tares.”’ Nothing encourages opposition more 
than supineness. The longer the issue is postponed the 
greater -will be the disaster when it comes. ; 

A WatTcHMAN’s Dutry.—A watchman’s duty is two-fold; 
to watch and warn. As watchmen are we dealing rightly and 
honorably with God and the people when we believe as the 
chureh teaches, and as watchmen on the walls of Zion see 
these evils at work, and the very existence of the Church in 
danger, and yet refuse to “blow the trumpet” to warn the 
people? and if the Church should be corrupted and perish 
would not God require its BLooD AT OUR HANDS? 


VI 


HONEST, HONORABLE PEACE. 


Let Us Have Prace.—There should be no conflict, much 
less a ‘split.’ Are we not Brethren? Have we not all come 
into the Church, and ministry, taking the same vows, and ac- 
cepting the same doctrine, and subjecting ourselves to the 
same laws? Her doctrines are spiritual, her rules and cus- 
toms. are reasonable, and her spirit excellent. Why should 
any of us, because we have changed our doctrinal views, en- 
gender strife and introduce rancor into Christ’s Church? If 
we feel that we cannot conscientiously preach and teach the 
doctrine, why do we not go into some other fold and leave 
the Methodist Church to enjoy her heritage in peace? 

But are we dealing honestly with our people when we go 
on ignoring the differences that exist between what we be- 
lieve and what the Church teaches; spreading the contagion 
of doubt perhaps more by what we do not say than by what 
we do say; and by calling attention to our new points of 
view through suggestion rather than positive statements, 
and yet all the time cherish a conception of Scripture 
and doctrine the opposite of what they suppose we hold? or 
are we ministers—as pastors or teachers—justified in alter- 


87 


ing, or changing for ourselves or others, these articles’ or 
’ standards contrary to the constitution while we retain our 
present relationship and our positions of trust and emolu- 
ments? © 

Some in answer may remark, regarding the Methodist 
Constitution, what accommodating Senators are reported to 
say about that-of the United States: “What is the Consti- 
tution among friends?” 

Others may say: “I never subscribed to that provision.” 

But were we not all asked by the Bishop, and did we not 
all answer thus: 

(1) When admitted into the Conference: (a) Have you 
studied the Doctrines of the Methodist Episcopal Church? 
Yes. (b) After full examination do you believe that our 
Doctrines are in harmony with the Holy Scriptures? Yes. 
(c) Will you preach and maintain them? Yes. 4 

(2) When ordained Deacon: “Do. you unfeignedly be- 
lieve all the canonical scriptures of the Old and New Testa- 
ments?” “I do believe them.” 

(3) When ordained Elder: “Will you be ready with all 
faithful diligence to banish and drive away all erroneous and 
strange doctrine contrary to God’s Word?” “I will, the Lord 
being my helper.” 

These were the questions asked us and our answers on 
these solemn occasions. Our answers were either true or 
false. 

“But these Articles and Standards of Doctrine are old and 
antiquated.” 

Yes, some of them are about as old as Christianity, but do 
fundamental truths ever become Oslerized? Absolute truths 
never change; the rule of three or the multiplication table 
never changes. 

“May we not use the old terms and forms, but give them 
new meanings?” 

Why, yes. We can perform a little sleight-of-hand, shuffle 
Divinity with Deity, the resurrection as a continuous process 
with the resurrection of the body, and a progressive judg- 
ment with the day of judgment, but do we use- the words 
there in their historic accepted sense? 

If we do not, are we not trying to deceive ourselves or 
other people? , 

“Would not our career and our ministry be a failure if 
we should apprise the church of our real doctrinal views?” 

The man who loses his place because he is transparently 
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honest has not lost what is of most value. The man who 
loses the most is the man who succeeds by shamming what 
he is not. 

Was not Tom Paine right when he said that a man must 
“be mentally faithful to himself’ and that one form of ‘‘inji- 
delity” consists in his “professing to believe what he does 
not believe.” 

“But we have a strong conviction that va is our duty to 
hold our positions in our Church, and from that vantage 
ground to propagate our new views.” 

We suggest that the following extract from an editorial 
of the Chicago Inter Ocean, of a few weeks ago, may be to 
the point: 


“Suppose the commander of a besieged fortress, because he had 
convinced himself that non-resistance is truth and resistance is 
falsehood, should set to work to spike the guns and tear down 
the walls, and while thus engaged should demand the usual re- 
wards and honors of his rank, and even urge his performance as 2 
word of special merit. 

Let us as honest men, loyal to our secular obligations, endeavor 
to clear our minds of cant and see what is the trouble with those 
among us who would defend such disloyalty as mere devotion to 
conviction. That stalwart gentleman, James Fenimore Cooper, 
writing just sixty years ago, touched the root of this mental and 
moral disease when he said: 

‘There is an uneasy desire among a vast many well-disposed 
persons to get the fruits of the Christian Faith without troubling 
themselves about the Faith itself.’ 

Truth absolute is undoubtedly the end of the Christian church 
and so of its servants. But the means to that end must be the 
aba to whatever the church has so far agreed to receive as 
truth.” 


“Ah! but we will be out of date if we do not accept the 
new theology. The newest thought in theology is what we 
want, and we want it now.” 

Well, if you are always to keep up with the times theo- 
logically, you will have to. be alert. So I would remind you, 
as Miss Bernardy would, that modern religious thought moves 
fast; that whatever of theology belongs to the past is dead; 
that that which is being evolved is dying, and that only that 
which is yet to be formed is alive; and in a moment the fu- 
ture theology will be a thing of the past. The Apostles’, the 
Nicene and the Athanasian creeds are now antiquarian ex- 
hibits; that the theology of Wesley, Clarke, Watson and Ben- 
son is mummy dust; that Raymond’s is a case of suspended 
animation; that Miley has been dead at least four days, and 
that it is almost time now for even the ‘System of Christian 
Doctrine” and ‘Biblical Dogmatics’” to be taken to the 
Jnorgue. 

So hurry up, my brethren, with your new theology, If 
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you don’t, your competitor will antedate you and your newest 
ereed will be buried before it is born. 

All this reminds me of an old New England villager who 
had married as his fifth venture a young wife who was a 
constant surprise to him because of her extreme interest in 
the newest styles. One day he was seen hurrying home as 
fast as his legs could carry him, holding in front of him 
what might have been taken for a peach basket or a half- 
bushel measure. “Hello!” said a friend. “Don’t touch me 
or stop me!” he shouted. ‘‘What’s the matter?” said his 
friend. “Is anyone sick or dying?” ‘Oh, no,” he said, as 
he looked over his shoulder and hurried on; “I am taking 

a ‘bunnet’ home for my wife and I am afraid the style will 
Riedie before I get there.” 

But when you have evolved the newest theological tident 
remember that you have probably taken into your new creed, 
with evolutionary modifications, the liberalistic doctrines of 
former decades, a dead theology like that which may be 
found in not a few present-day theological cemeteries. 

it is well to keep in mind also that when you have 
changed the doctrines and disregarded the Discipline of our 
Church you have destroyed its spirit and that you have lit- 
tle left but ecclesiastical machinery as efficient for evil as it 
has ‘been in the past efficient for good. 

WESLEY’S ANTICIPATION OF THE PRESENT CrisIS.—Listen to 
his warning: 

“I am not afraid that the people called Methodists 
should ever cease to exist in Europe or America. But I 
am afraid, lest they should only exist as a dead sect, hav-= 
ing the form of religion without the power. And this un= 
doubtedly will be the case unless they hold fast both the 
doctrine, spirit and discipline with which they first set 
out. 

If ever Methodism is overthrown it will not be by the 
methods of ‘holiness’ people, but by the hands of polished 
clergymen (her ‘scholars) who neither believe her doc= 
trines nor practice her policy. These are the ‘unreason- 
able men from which it must pur e itself or fall by its 
own weight.’ ” * 

It (Methodism) is only plain Scriptural religion, 
guarded by a few prudential regulations. The essence of 
it is holiness of heart and life; the circumstantials all 
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point to this. And as long as they are joined together in 
the people called Methodists, no weapons formed against 
them shall prosper., But if even the circumstantial parts 
are despised, the essential will soon be lost. And if ever 
the ESSENTIAL PARTS SHOULD EVAPORATE, what re= 
mains will be DUNG AND DROSS.” 


Would it not be a catastrophe to Christendom should the 
process of evaporation, of the circumstantials and the essen- 
tial part of our church, of which Wesley speaks, should con- . 
tinue, and nothing but “dung and dross’ remain? There are 
many among us who have adopted a peace-at-any-price policy, 
and who pride themselves in the large liberty they allow, 
forgetting that truth is never tolerant toward error, and that 
a good cause gains nothing by compromise. 

There are others, however, who think it would be a fatal 
mistake for Methodists who. not only sing “Faith of our 
fathers,” but who exercise the same faith and accept the 
“Old Doctrine” to continue to follow the example of the Ger- 
man church of Christlieb’s day, of which he said: “She has 
favored the advance of unbelief among her own people by 
quietly looking on when she ought to have been up and do- 
ing.” The calamity which ultimately came to the German 
church through the policy of “looking on” instead of being 
“up and doing,” threatens us at this moment. A CRISIS in 
the history of Methodism is upon us. Dangers threaten her 
that are far more disastrous than those she met in 1844. 
Her Articles of Religion and other Hstablished Standards of 
Doctrine—the chief corner-stone of her structure, are being 
sapped and mined; an occasional blasting can be heard. This 
is being done especially through her literature and the edu- 
cation of. her future ministry and her boys and girls of the 
Sunday School. Much of her enthusiasm seems to be evap- 
orating. Much of her former evangelistic power seems to be 
absent, and much of her life seems to have lost its joyful 
spiritual tone. 

The happenings during the last few months in and about 
this city of Chicago and elsewhere, clearly show that condi- 
tions in our great church are anything but satisfactory. It 
is time that we put ourselves seriously to the task of inquir- 
ing as to the causes of the same, and to the correction of er- 
rors of head or heart or of administration. 

Let Us Have Pracs, but not peace at the expense of our 
fundamental doctrines, and. our evangelistic spirit as a 
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Church. Doctrines that are not worth defending are not 
worthy of belief; an evangelistic spirit not worth perpetuat- 
ing at some cost ought never to have existed. Men sacrifice 
houses and lands and often life for other objects. Why 
should not we, as Methodists, be willing to sacrifice some- 
thing in guarding and perpetuating the most scriptural, ra- 
tional and spiritual system of doctrine, and the most success- 
ful and Christian form of evangelization the world has yet 
seen? Many of us have given the best part of our lives in 
earnest devotion to the interests of Methodism. We have 
sacrificed our ambitions, our ease, the comfort of our fami- 
lies; and not a few have been content to live in poverty, to 
build up, for Christ’s sake, Methodism. Would it not then, 
be folly for us to suffer this awful catastrophe to overwhelm 
Methodism without making an effort to avert it? 

There is a queer legend of a mountain which one man 
on one side was trying to overturn with a handspike and 
which another man on the other side was, in alarm, endeavor- 
ing to prop up with a stick. It was in great danger all the 
time; but not from the effort of its external foe, but because 
it was harboring within it a sleeping volcano, which ulti- 
mately awoke and utterly destroyed it. The Church is im- 
pregnable against outside enemies; but as long as she toler- 
ates false Scriptural views and their accompanying rational- 
ism within herself she is harboring her own ruin. 

We can, if we will, assume an air of indifference, ignore 
the changes which are going on silently in the religious 
thought and feeling of our ministry and do nothing, and 
await the deluge. IS IT WISE TO DO SO? 

Let Us HAve PEAcE by obedience to law. Attorney Gen- 
eral Wickersham a short time ago said, in a public address: 


“We have frequently of late from representatives of certain 
business interests of the country heard cries of ‘Let us have 
peace,’ ‘Let us alone.’ The price of peace is obedience to the law.” 

How true! The price of peace (and of continued exist- 


ence) is obedience to law. 
In the Christian Advocate of July 29, 1909, the 2zditor call- 
ing attention to the case of “Father Tyrrell,” remarks: 


“The Roman Catholic Church goes on forever. And to go on 
it is necessary for it to make priests and professors promulgate 
the doctrines of the Catholic Church, or be silent on the subjects 
in which they disagree, or sever, voluntarily or involuntarily, their 
connection with the body. In that the power of the Roman Cath- 
olic Church largely consists. It would soon go to pieces if it could 
not enforce substantial unanimity.” * * * ‘Any religious body’ 
will disintegrate if it allows its fundamental ideas to be discounted, 
ee | doubted and denied and contrary doctrines taught to the 
people, 3 
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We hold that we have demonstrated beyond the shadow of 

a doubt that our Methodist Church allows her fundamental 
ideas to be discounted, publicly doubted and denied; and doc- 
trines contrary to her constitution to be taught her people 
_ from the pulpit, in her Sunday schools, her universities and 
her theological seminaries and through her conference course 

_of study, as well as her books and periodicals.. 1f what Dr. 
.Buckley says is true, and he is no alarmist, then either ou? 
leaders, or others whom God may raise up will “enforce sub- 

stantial unanimity’ or Methodism will “disintegrate” and 
“sq to pieces.’ No greater calamity than this has ever be- 

fallen Christianity during its entire history. 

Teacher, Editor, Publisher, Preacher, Leader, Bishop,- hear 
THE WORD OF THE LORD by Ezekiel: 

“Son of man, speak to the children of thy people, and say 
unto them, When I bring the sword upon a land, if the peo- 
ple of the land take a man of their coasts, and set him for 
their watchman: 

If, when he seeth the sword come upon the land, he blow 
the trumpet and warn the people; 

Then whosoever heareth the sound of the trumpet, and 
taketh not warning; if the sword come, and take him away, 
his blood shall be upen his own head. : 

But if the watchman see the sword come, and blow not 
the trumpet, and the people be not warned; if the sword 
come, and take any person from among them, he is taken 
away in his iniquity, BUT HIS BLOOD WILL I REQUIRE 
AT THE WATCHMAN’S HAND, - ‘ 

SO THOU, 0 SON OF MAN, I HAVE SET THEE A 
WATCHMAN UNTO THE HOUSE OF ISRAEL.” 


The Higher Critics’ Bible or God’s Bible 


By William Henry Burns, M. A., D. D. 
With an Introduction by Bishop C. C. McCabe 


IT DEALS WITH QUESTIONS NOW AGITATING THE 
METHODIST CHURCH 
Bishop McCabe: 

“IT commend his book. He has stated their (critics) 
positions, exposed their sophistries and answered their argu- 
ments.” 

Bishop Joyce: 

“The Higher Critic's Bible; or, God’s Bible?’ is a 
masterful book, and will easily rank among the very best.” 
Bishop Merrill: 

“The book he has given us reveals much reading and 
careful work on the part of the author, and we feel entirely 
safe in commending it to our readers.” 

Bishop Mallalieu: 

“T have just finished reading this very timely and ex- 
ceedingly interesting book. In a candid, manly and scholar- 
ly fashion, Dr. Burns treats the questions which are at 
present agitating Protestant Christianity.” 

Bible Student and Teacher: 

“We wish our readers to get and read the book.” 
Sir Robert Anderson, K. C. B. LL. D.: 

“Your interesting and valuable refutation of the Higher 
Criticism has refreshed and cheered me.” 

' United Presbyterian: 

“Tt is written in. good style, is strong and conservative, 
calm in its discussions and fair in its treatment of the de- 
structive school of critics.” 

Chicago Hzaminer: 

“He represents the Conservative Scholarship of the 
Church. The book is well printed, clearly stated, and the 
author makes a strong case.” 

Western Recorder (Baptist): 

“Dr. Burns does not temporize nor compromise. He 
deals straight and deadly blows to this baptized infidelity 
which has become so widely current.” 

Pittsburg Christian Advocate: 

“The book is a valuable contribution to the literature of 
this subject, and it will strengthen the faith of people who 
read it, in the ‘Old Book.’ ” 
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